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FOREWORD 


T HE SUBJECT of the “Gentile times” is a crucial one today for 
miilions of persons. Christ employed that phrase on a single 
oeeasion, as part of his response to his diseiples’ question about his 
future eoming and the end of the age. In the centuries that 
followed, numerous interpretations and time-applieations of his 
expression have developed. 

While this book provides a remarkably broad view of the subject 
it primarily focuses on one prominent interpretation, one that in a 
very real sense defines for miilions of Jehovahs Witnesses the time 
in which they live, supplies what they eonsider a powerful eriterion 
to judge what constitutes “the good news of the Kingdom” which 
Christ said would be preaehed, and aets for them as a touchstone 
for assessing the validity of any religious organization’s elaim to 
represent Christ and the interests of his Kingdom. An unusual faet 
is that the foundation of this interpretation is a “borrowed” one, 
sinee, as the author documents, it originated nearly a half century 
before their own religious organization began to appear on the 
world seene. 

Rarely has a single date played such a pervasive and defining role 
in a religion’s theology as has the date focused on by this 
interpretation: the date of 1914. But there is a date behind that date 
and without its support 1914 is divested of its assigned signifieanee. 
That prior date is 607 B.C.E. and it is the Witness religion’s linking 
of that date with a particular event—the overthrow of Jemsalem by 
Babylon—that lies at the crux of the problem. 

Those of us who have shared in editing this present work and 
who were ourselves, twenty-seven years ago, part of the writing and 
editorial staff at the international headquarters of Jehovah’s 
Witnesses in Brooklyn, New York, ean remember the rather 
stunning effeet the arrival of a treatise on the “Gentile times” from 
Carl Olof Jonsson it Sweden had on us in August of 1977. Not 
only the volume of the documentation, but even more so the 
weight of the evidenee left us feeling somewhat diseoneerted. We 
were, in effeet, at a loss as to what to do with the material. That 
treatise later formed the basis for Carl Olof Jonsson’s book The 
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Gentile Times Reeonsidered, now in its fourth printing. 

When we today read this book we beeome the benefieiaries of 
more than three deeades of thorough and earefiil researeh. Not just 
the immense amount of time, but also the means of aeeess to the 
sources of information that made possible so intensive a study, are 
something very few of us would have at our disposal. The author 
has not only made use of such faeilities as the British Museum but 
also has had personal communication with, and assistanee from, 
members of its staff, as also Assyriologists of various countries. 

The researeh takes us baek some two and a half millennia in the 
past. Many of us may think of those times as “primitive” and it 
thus may eome as a surprise to realize how advaneed eertain 
aneient peoples were, their writings eovering not merely historieal 
events and monarehieal dynasties, but also dealing with dated 
business documents such as ledgers, eontraets, inventories, bills of 
sale, promissory notes, deeds, and similar matters. Their 
understanding of astronomy, of the progressive and eyelieal 
movements of the lunar, planetary and stellar bodies, in an age 
unequipped with teleseopes, is extraordinary. In the light of the 
Genesis statement that those eelestial luminaries serve to “mark the 
fixed times, the days and the years,” this takes on true signifieanee, 
particularly in a study in which ehronology plays a eentral role. 1 
Nothing, except the modern atomie eloeks, surpasses those 
heavenly bodies in preeision in the measurement of time. 

Of the quality of the researeh into the Neo-Babylonian period, 
Professor of Assyriology Luigi Cagni writes: 

Time and again during my reading [of Jonsson’s book] I was 
overeome by feelings of admiration for, and deep satisfaetion with, 
the way in which the author deals with arguments related to the 
field of Assyriology. This is espeeially true of his discussion of the 
astronomy of Babylonia (and Egypt) and of the ehronologieal 
information found in cuneiform texts from the first millennium 
B.C.E., sources that hold a eentral position in Jonsson’s 
argumentation. 

His seriousness and carefulness are evideneed in that he has 
frequently eontaeted Assyriologists with a speeial eompetenee in 
the fields of astronomy and Babylonian ehronology, such as 
Professors H. Hunger, A. J. Saehs, D. J. Wiseman, Mr. C. B. F. 
Walker at the British Museum and others. 


1 Genesis 1:14, NAB. 
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With respeet to the subject field I am partieiilarly familiar with, 
the eeonomie-administrative texts from the Neo-Babylonian and 
Aehaemenid periods, I ean say that Jonsson has evaluated them 
quite eorreetly. I put him to the test during the reading of the 
book. When I finished the reading, I had to admit that he passed 
the test splendidly? 2 

Readers of the first or seeond edition of this book will find 
much that is new here. Entire seetions, including some new 
ehapters have been added. Contributing to the readability of the 
book is the inclusion of about thirty illustrations, including letters 
and other documents. Many of the illustrations are rare and will 
undoubtedly be new to most readers. 

The original researeh behind the book ineseapably brought the 
author on a eollision course with the Watch Tower organization 
and—not unexpectedly—led to his excommunication as an 
“apostate” or heretie in July 1982. This dramatie story, not told in 
the first two editions, is now presented in the seetion of the 
Introduction titied “The expulsion.” 

The discussion of the ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian period 
has been greatiy expanded. The seven lines of evidenee against the 
607 B.C.E. date presented in the first two editions have sinee been 
more than doubled. The evidenee from astronomieal texts forms a 
separate ehapter. The burden of evidenee presented in Chapters 3 
and 4 is indeed enormous and reveals an insurmountable 
disharmony with, and refiitation of, the ehronology of the Watch 
Tower Soeiety for this aneient period. 

Despite the wealth of information from aneient secular sources, 
this book remains primarily Biblieal. In the ehapter ‘Biblieal and 
Secular Chronology” it elears up a eommon and serious 
miseoneeption as to how we arrive at a ‘Biblieal ehronology,” as 
also the erroneous idea that a rejeetion of the Watch Tower’s 607 
B.C.E. date implies a plaeing of secular ehronology as superior to 
such “Biblieal ehronology.” 

We are eonfident that the reading of this unique book will aid 
many to gain, not only a more accurate knowledge of the past, but 
also a more enlightened outiook regarding their own time, and 
inereased appreeiation of the trustworthiness and historieity of the 
Scriptures. 

The Editors 

2 From the prefaee to the Italian edition of The Gentile Times Reeonsidered by Luigi 
Cagni, Professor of Assyriology at the University of Naples, Italy. Professor Cagni 
was, among other things, a leading expert on the Ebla tablets ,the about 16,000 
cuneiform texts that have been excavated sinee 1975 in the royal palaee of the 
aneient eity of Ebla (present Arabie name: Tell Mardikh) in Syria. Luigi Cagni died 
in January, 1998. 
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INTRODUCTION 

T HE DISILLUSIONING and sometimes dramatie proeess that 
ended up in the deeision to publish this treatise could fill a 
whole book. Due to eonsiderations of spaee, however, that 
background ean be only touched upon briefly here. Jehovah’s 
Witnesses are taught to put great trust in the Watch Tower Soeiety 
and its leadership. Toward the end of my twenty-six years as an 
aetive Jehovah’s Witness, however, the signs indieating that such 
trust was mistaken had mounted. To the very last I had hoped that 
the leaders of the organization would honestly faee the faets 
respeeting their ehronology, even if those faets should prove fatal 
to some of the eentral doetrines and unique elaims of their 
organization. But when at last 1 realized that the Soeiety’s leaders— 
apparently for reasons of organizational or “eeelesiastieal” poliey 
— were determined to perpetuate what, in the final analysis, 
amounts to a deeeption of millions of persons, doing this by 
suppressing information which they regarded and continue to 
regard as undesirable, no other course seemed open to me but to 
publish my findings, thus giving every individual who has a 
eoneern for tmth an opportunity to examine the evidenee and draw 
his or her own conclusions. 

We are eaeh responsible for what we know. If a person has 
information on hand that others need in order to get a eorreet 
understanding of their situation in life— information thatfoirthermore is 
mthheld from them bj their religions leaders—then it would be morally 
wrong to remain silent. It beeomes his or her duty to make that 
information available to all who want to know the tmth, however 
this may appear. That is the reason why this book has been 
published. 


l 
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The role of ehronology in the teaehings of the 
Watch Tower Soeiety 

Few people are fully eognizant of the very eentral role played by 
ehronology in the elaims and teaehings of the Watch Tower 
Soeiety. Even many of Jehovah’s Witnesses are not fully aware of 
the indissoluble eonneetion between the Soeiety’s ehronology and 
the message they preaeh from door to door. Confronted with the 
many evidenees against their ehronology, some Jehovah’s 
Witnesses tend to downplay it as something tbey somehow ean do 
without. “Chronology is not so important, after all,” they say. Many 
Witnesses would prefer not to discuss the subject at all. Just how 
important, then, is the ehronology for the Watcb Tower 
organization? 

An examination of the evidenee demonstrates that it constitutes 
the very foundation for the elaitns and message of this movement. 

Tbe Watch Tower Soeiety elaims to be God’s “sole ehannel” 
and “mouthpiece” on earth. Summing up its most distinetive 
teaehings: it asserts that the kingdom of God was established in 
heaven in 1914, that the “last days” began that year, that Christ 
returned invisibly at that time to “inspeet” the Christian 
denominations, and that he finally rejeeted all of them except the 
Watch Tower Soeiety and its assoeiates, which he appointed in 
1919 as his sole “instrament” on earth. 

For ahout seventy years, the Soeiety employed Jesus’ words at 
Matthew 24:34 about “this generation” to teaeh elearly and 
adamantly that the generation of 1914 would positively not pass 
away until the final end eame at the “battle of Armageddon,” when 
every human alive except aetive members of the Watch Tower 
organization would be destroyed forever. Thousands of Jehovah’s 
Witnesses of the “1914 generation” fully expected to live to see and 
to survive that doomsday and then to live forever in paradise on 
earth. 

As deeades went by, leaving 1914 ever farther behind, this elaim 
beeame inereasingly difficult to defend. After 80years had passed, 
the elaim beeame virtually preposterous. So, in the November 1, 
1995, issue of the Watchtomr (pages 10 through 21), a new 
definition of the phrase “this generation” was adopted, one that 
allowed the organization to “unlink” it from the date of 1914 as a 
startingpoint. Despite this monumental ehange, they still retained the 
1914 date—in faet they could not do othenvise without dismantling 
their major teaehings regarding Christ’s “seeond presenee,” the 
start of the “time of the end,” and the appointment of their 
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May 15, 1984 


Announcing Jehovah’s Kingdom 



1914 — The Generation That Would not pass away! 

organization as Christ’s unique instmment and God’s sole ehannel 
on earth. Though now reeognizing “this generation” as defined by 
its eharaeteristies rather than by a ehronologieal period (with a 
particular starting point), they still found a way to inekide 1914 in 
their new definition. They aeeomplished this by including in the 
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defìnition an arbitrarily added faetor, namely, that the “generation” 
is eomposed of “those persons who see the sign of Christ’s 
presenee but fail to mend their ways,” resulting in their destmetion. 
Sinee the offieial teaehing continues to be that the “sign of Christ’s 
presenee” beeame visible from and after 1914, this allows for the 
date’s eontinrdng to form a key part of the definition of “this 
generation.” 

All these faetors, then, bear testimony to the highly crucial role 
that 1914 plays in the teaehing of the Watch Tower Soeiety. Sinee 
the date itself obviously is not stated in Scripture, what is its 
source? 

That date is a product of a ehronologieal calculation, aeeording 
to which the so-ealled “times of the Gentiles” referred to byjesus 
at Luke 21:24 constitute a period of 2,520 years, beginning in 607 
B.C.E. and ending in 1914 CEd This ealenlation is the real basis of the 
prineipal message of the movement. Even the Christian gospel, the “good 
news” of the kingdom (Matthew 24:14), is elaimed to be elosely 
assoeiated with this ehronology. The gospel preaehed by other 
professed Christians, therefore, has never been the tme gospel. Said 
The Watchtojwer of May 1, 1981, on page 17: 

Let the honest-hearted person eompare the kind of preaehing 
of the gospel of the Kingdom done by the religious systems of 
ehristendom during all the centuries with that done by Jehovah’s 
Witnesses sinee the end of World War I in 1918. They are not one 
and the same kind. That of Jehovah’s Witnesses is really “gospel,” 
or “good news,” as of God’s heavenly kingdom that was established bj the 
enthronement of his Son Jesns Christ at the end of the Gentile Times in 1914. 
[italies mine.] 

In agreement with this, The Watchtoiver of May 1, 1982, stated 
that, “of all religions on earth, Jehovah’s Witnesses are the only 
ones today that are telling the people of earth this ‘good news’.” 
(Page 10) A Jehovah’s Witness who attempts to tone down the role 
of ehronology in the Soeiety’s teaehing simply does not realize that 
he or she thereby radieally undermines the major message of the 
movement. Such a “toning down” is not sanetioned by the 

1 The designations “B.C.E.” (Before the Common Era) and “C.E.” (Common Era) 
customarily used by Jehovah’s Witnesses, eorrespond to “B.C” and “A.D.” They are 
often used in seholarly literature, espeeially by Jewish authors, and have been 
adopted by the Watch Tower Soeiety , as will be seen in the subsequent quotations 
from the Watch Tower publications . For the sake of eonsisteney, these 
designations, B.C.E. and C.E., are regularly used in this work, the exception being 
where material is quotecL in which the B.C. and A.D. designations are employed. 
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Watch Tower leadership. On the eontrary, The Watchtomr of 
January 1, 1983, page 12, emphasized that “the ending of the 
Gentiie Times in the latter half of 1914 still stands on a historieal 
basis as one of the foindamental Kingdom tniths to n>hich we must hold 
todayT 2 

The hard reality is that the Watch Tower Soeiety views rejeetion 
of the ehronology pointing to 1914 as a sin having fatal 
consequences. That God’s kingdom was estabiished at the end of 
the “Gentiie times” in 1914 is stated to be “the most important 
event of our time,” beside which “all other things pale into 
insignifieanee.” 3 Those who rejeet the ealeiilation are said to incur 
the wrath of God. Among them are “the elergy of Christendom” 
and its members, who, because they do not subscribe to that date, 
are said to have rejeeted the kingdom of God and therefore wiil be 
“destroyed in the ‘great tribulation’ just ahead.” 4 Members of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses who openly question or diseard the calculation 
run the risk of very severe treatment. If they do not repent and 
ehange their minds, they will be disfellowshipped and elassified as 
evil “apostates,” who will “go, at death, . . . to Gehenna,” with no 
hope of a future resurrection. 5 It makes no differenee if they s till 
bekeve in God, the Bible, and Jesus Christ. When one of the 
readers of The Watchtomr wrote and asked, “Why have Jehovah’s 
Witnesses disfellowshipped (excommunicated) for apostasy some 

2 italies and emphasis added. The Watch Tower Soeiety’s former president, Frederiek 
W. Franz, in the morning Bible discussion for the headquarters family on 
November 17, 1979, stressed even more forcefully the importanee of the 1914 date 
by saying: “ The sole purpo se of our existence as a Soeietv is to announce the 
Kingdom established in 1914 and to sound the warning of the fall of Babylon the 
Great. We have a speeial message to deliver.” (Raymond Franz, In Seareh of 
ehristian Freedom, Atlanta: Commentary Press, 1991, pp. 32, 33). 

3 The Watchtower, January 1, 1988, pp. 10, 11. 

4 The Watchtower, September 1, 1985, pp. 24, 25. 

5 The Watchtower, April 1, 1982, p. 27. In The Watchtower of July 15, 1992, page 12, 
such dissidents are deseribed as “enemies of God” who are “intensely hating 
Jehovah.” The Witnesses, therefore, are urged to “hate” them “with a eomplete 
hatred.” This exhortation was repeated in The Watchtoweroí Oetober 1, 1993, page 
19, where the “apostates” are stated to be so “rooted in evil” that “wickedness has 
beeome an inseparable part of their nature.” The Witnesses are even told to ask 
God to kill them, in imitation of the psalmist David, who prayed of his enemies: “O 
that you, O God, would slay the wicked one!” In this way the Witnesses “leave it to 
Jehovah to execute vengeanee” Such rancorous attaeks on former members of the 
organization refleet an attitude that is exactly the reverse of that reeommended by 
Jesus in his Sermon on the Mount.—Matthew 5:43-48. 
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who still profess belief in God, the Bible, and Jesus Christ?” the 
Soeiety answered, among other things: 

Approved assoeiation with Jehovah’s Witnesses requires 
aeeepting the entire range of the true teaehings of the Bible, 
including those Scriptural beliefs that are unique to Jehovah’s 
Witnesses. What do such beiiefs include? . . . That 1914 marked the 
end of the Gentile times and the establishment of the Kingdom of God in the 
heavens, as mll as the time for Ghrist’s foretoldpresenee. [italies mine] 6 

No one, therefore, who repudiates the ealeiilation that the 
“Gentile times” expired in 1914, is approved by the Soeiety as one 
of Jehovah’s Witnesses. In faet, even one who seeretly abandons the 
Soeiety’s ehronology and thus may still formally be regarded as one 
of Jehovah’s Witnesses, has, in reality, rejeeted the essential 
message of the Watch Tower Soeiety and, aeeording to the 
organization’s own eriterion, is factually no longer a part of the 
movement. 

How this researeh began 

For one of Jehovah’s Witnesses to question the validity of this 
basie prophetie ealeiilation is, then, no easy matter. To many 
believers, espeeially in a elosed religious system such as the Watch 
Tower organization, the doetrinal system functions as a sort of 
“fortress” inside which they may seek shelter, in the form of 
spiritual and emotional security. If some part of that doetrinal 
structure is questioned, such believers tend to reaet emotionally; 
they take a defensive attitude, sensing that their “fortress” is under 
attaek and that their security is threatened. This defense meehanism 
makes it very difficult for them to listen to and examine the 
arguments on the matter ohjeetively. Unwittingly, their need for 
emotional security has beeome more important to them than their 
respeet for truth. 

To reaeh behind this defensive attitude so eommon among 
Jehovah’s Witnesses in order to find open, listening minds is 
extremely difficult—espeeially when so basie a tenet as the 
“Gentile times” ehronology is being questioned. For such 
questioning roeks the very foundations of the Witness doetrinal 
system and therefore often causes Witnesses at all levels to beeome 
belligerendy defensive. I have repeatedly experienced such 
reaetions ever sinee 1977 when I first presented the material in this 
volume to the Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses. 


6 The Watchtower, April 1, 1986, pp. 30,31. 
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It was in 1968 that the present study began. At the time, I was a 
“pioneer” or full-time evangelist for Jehovah’s Witnesses. In the 
course of my ministry, a man with whom I was conducting a Bible 
study ehallenged me to prove the date the Watch Tower Soeiety 
had ehosen for the desolation of Jemsalem by the Babylonians, that 
is 607 B.C.E. He pointed out that all historians marked that event 
as having occurred about twenty years later, in either 587 or 586 
B.C.E. I was well aware of this, but the man wanted to know the 
reasons why historians preferred the latter date. I indieated that 
their dating surely was nothing but a guess, based on defeetive 
aneient sources and reeords. Like other Witnesses, I assumed that 
the Soeiety’s dating of the desolation of Jemsalem to 607 B.C.E. 
was based on the Bible and therefore could not be upset by those 
secular sources. However, I promised the man I would look into 
the matter. 

As a result, I undertook a researeh that turned out to be far 
more extensive and thoroughgoing than I had expected. It 
continued periodieally for several years, from 1968 until the end of 
1975. By then the growing burden of evidenee against the 607 
B.C.E. date foreed me reluctantly to conclude that the Watch 
Tower Soeiety was wrong. 

Thereafter, for some time after 1975, the evidenee was discussed 
with a few elose, researeh-minded friends. Sinee none of them 
could refute the evidenee demonstrated by the data I had eolleeted, 
I deeided to develop a systematieally eomposed treatise on the 
whole question which I determined to send to the headquarters of 
the Watch Tower Soeiety at Brooklyn, New York. 

That treatise was prepared and sent to the Governing Body of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses in 1977. The present work, which is based on 
that document, was revised and expanded during 1981 and then 
published in a first edition in 1983. During the years that have 
passed sinee 1983, many new finds and observations relevant to the 
subject have been made, and the most important of these have 
been ineorporated in the last two editions. The seven lines of 
evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date presented in the first edition, 
for example, have now been more than doubled. 

Corresponden.ce with the Watch Tower headquarters 

In 1977 I began to eorrespond with the Governing Body 
eoneerning my researeh. It soon beeame very evident that they 
were unable to refute the evidenee produced. In faet, there was not 
even an attempt made to do so until February 28, 1980. In the 
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meantime, however, I was repeatedly cautioned not to reveal my 
findings to others. For example, in a letter from the Governing 
Body dated January 17, 1978, the following warning was given: 

However, no matter how strong the argumentation may 
be in support of those views, they must, for the 
present, be regarded as your personal viewpoint. It i_s 
not something that you should talk about or try to 
advanee among other members of the eongregation . 7 

And fiirther, in a letter dated May 15, 1980, they stated: 

We are sure you appreeiate that it would not be 
appropriate for you to begin to state your views and 
conclusions on ehronology that are different than 
those published by the Soeiety so as to raise serious 
questions and problems among the brothers . 8 

I aeeepted such adviee, as I was given the impression that my 
spiritual brothers at the Watch Tower headquarters needed time to 
reexamine the whole subject thoroughly. In their first reply to my 
treatise, dated August 19, 1977, they had stated: “We are sorry that 
the press of work here has not allowed us to give it the attention 
we would like to up to the present time.” And in the letter of 
January 17,1978, they wrote: 

We have not had the opportunity of examining this material as 
yet, as other urgent matters are occupying our attention. 
However, we will look into this material when we have the 
opportunity. . . . You ean be assured that your views will be 
examined by responsible brothers.... In due course we hope to 
look into your treatise and evaluate what is eontained therein. 

Judging from these and similar statements, Watch Tower 
offieials at the Brooklyn headquarters seemed prepared to examine 
the data presented to them honestiy and objeetively. In a very short 
time, however, the whole matter took quite a different course. 

Interrogation and defamation 

Early in August, 1978, Albert D. Sehroeder, a member of the 
Governing Body, held a meeting in Europe with representatives 

7 Names of the authors of letters from the Watch Tower Soeiety are never given. 
Instead, internal symbols are used. The symbol “GEA” in the upper left eorner of 
this letter shows that the author was Lloyd Barry, one of the members of the 
Governing Body. 

8. The symbol “EF” shows the writer of this letter to have been Fred Rusk of the 
Writing Department. 
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Sweden 

Dear Brofehen Jonsson: 

To hand ts youi* letter of Deeember 12, 1977, &nd also the 
treatlse that you hàve prepared entltled "The Gentlle Tlmes Re- 
eonsldered.” 

We have not bad the opporfcunlty of examinlng this materlal 
ae yefe, as other urgent matters are oecupylng our afetention. 
Kowever, we will look into this mafeerial when we have the oppor- 
tnnifey. 

We appreeiate your sineerity ín vanbing to sefe forfeh your 
views. However, no matter how strong the argmnentatlon may be 
in support of these vìews, they must, for the present, be re- 
garded as your personal vievrpoint. It ìs not soitiefehing that you 
should talk aboirfe or fcry to advanee among other members of the 
eongregation. Vfe mention thi3 because you state in your letter 
thafe fieveral brothers have examined your treatise and that *we 
are all eagerly looking forvvard to your eomments," 

As you ean appreeiate, what yóu state in your fereatise 
amounta to a radieal departure from the present understanding of 
ehronology by Jehovah*a Vitnessea. We are sure that you ean ap- 
preeiate that if shangea of importanee are made they should be 
made in an orderly way, even as waa the ease ìn the first century, 
wlth eentral dlreetion being given* (Aets 15:1» 2) We are also 
sure fehat you appreeiate that for individuals to advanee and advo- 
eate such ehanges would have, nofe a unifying effeet, but a divi- 
slve one prodneing confusìon. We mention this to you in viéw of 
the faet thafe the treatise you sent eontalns a statement on the 
front page deseribing ìt as "prepared by Jehovah's Vitnesses, for 
Jehovah’s Wifenessss. n To say that somethlng is "prepared by 
Jehovah’s Vitnesses” implies that it has the sanetion of Jehovah’s 
Wifcnesses as a body, and we are sure you realize that thls ls not 
the ease with the treatise at hand. This could gìve a false im- 
pression and we are eonfident that this is not your desire. You 
ean be assured fehafe your yievs will be examined by responsible 
brothera, and fehafe if doetrinal ehange should be made at'some 
time ìfc will eome through the proper ehannels. This Is impor- 
tanfe in preaerving the unity of Jehovah’a organization. 

Ife is hoped that you nrill observe the eoun3el aupplied above. 
In due course we hope feo look into your treatise and evaluafee 
whafc ls eontained therein. 

Please be aasured of our warm love and besfe vrishes. 


Your brofehers* 



Por bhe Wrifeing Committee 
of the Governing Body 
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from European Watch Tower braneh offiees. At that meeting, he 
told the audience that there was a eampaign going on both inside 
the movement and from outside to have the Soeiety’s 607 B.C.E — 
1914 C.E. ehronology overthrown. 9 The Soeiety, however, had no 
intention of abandoning it, he stated. 

Three weeks later, on September 2, I was summoned to a 
hearing before two representatives of the Watch Tower Soeiety in 
Sweden, Rolf Svensson, one of the two distriet overseers in the 
country, and Hasse Hulth, a circuit overseer. I was told that they 
had been eommissioned by the Soeiety’s braneh offiee to hold such 
a hearing because “the brothers” at the Brooklyn headquarters 
were deeply eoneerned about my treatise. Onee again I was 
cautioned not to spread the information I had gathered. Rolf 
Svensson also told me that the Soeiety did not need or want 
individual Jehovah’s Witnesses to beeome involved in researeh of 
this kind. 

Pardy as a result of this meeting, I resigned from my position as 
an elder in the loeal eongregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses and also 
from all my other tasks and assignments in the eongregation and 
the circuit. I did this in the form of a lengthy letter, addressed to 
the loeal eldership and the circuit overseer, Hasse Hulth, in which I 
briefly explained the reasons for the position I had taken. Soon it 
beeame widely known among my Witness brothers in different 
parts of Sweden that I had rejeeted the ehronology of the Soeiety. 

In the following months, I and others who had questioned the 
ehronology began to be eondemned privately as well as from the 
platforms of Kingdom Halls (eongregational meeting plaees) and at 
Witness assemblies or eonventions. We were publicly eharaeterized 
in the most negative terms as “rebellious,” “presumptuous”, “false 
prophets,” “small prophets who have worked out their own littie 
ehronology,” and “hereties.” We were ealled “dangerous elements 
in the eongregations,” “evil slaves,” “blasphemers,” as well as 
“immoral, lawless ones.” Privately, some of our Witness brothers, 
including a number of the Watch Tower Soeiety’s traveling 
representatives, also intimated that we were “demon-possessed,” 
that we had “flooded the Soeiety with eritieism” and that we 
“should have been disfellowshipped long ago” These are just a 

9 Except for my treatise, which eame from inside the movement, Sehroeder could 
have had in mind two non-Witness publications which attaek the Soeiety’s 
ehronology: The Jehovah’s Witnesses and Prophetie Speculation, by Edmund C. 
Gross (Nutley, N. J.: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co., 1972), and 1914 
and Ohrist’s Seeond Ooming by William MacCarty (Washington, D. C.: Review and 
Herald Publishing Assoeiation, 1975). 
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few examples of the widespread defamation, one that has gone on 
ever sinee, although no names, for obvious legal reasons, have ever 
been mentioned publicly. 

That such obvious slander was not just a loeal phenomenon, but 
had the sanetion of the Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses, 
was evident from the faet that similar statements were printed in 
The Watchtoiver magazine. 10 

This deseription of the situation that developed has not been 
given in order to eritieize Jehovah’s Witnesses as individuals. These 
people are usually kind and sineere in their belief. The deseription 
has rather been given to illustrate how easily an individual may 
unwittingly fall prey to the irrational, psyehologieal reaetions 
deseribed earlier in this introduction. In a letter to Albert 
Sehroeder, dated Deeember 6, 1978, 1 deseribed the new turn of 
events, ealling attention to the sad faet that although my treatise 
had been eomposed with the greatest thoughtfulness and sent to 
the Soeiety in all sineerity, I had beeome the vietim of 
baekstabbing, vilifieation and eharaeter assassination: 

How tragie, then, to observe how a situation develops, where 
the attention is drawn away from the question raised— the validity 
of the 607 B ,C.E. date—and direeted to the person who raised it, 
and he —not the question — is regarded as the problem! How is it 
possible that a situation of this ldnd develops in our movement? 

The answer to this question, one to which the Soeiety never 
offieially responded, is to be found in the psyehologieal defense 
meehanism deseribed by Dr. H. Dale Baumbach: 

Insecure individuals, when faeed with a problem which 
highlights their insecurity, instinetively respond by attempting to 


10 Abandoning the 607 B.C.E.-1914 C.E. calculation also implies abandoning those 
interpretations founded upon it such as the idea that God’s kingdom was 
established in 1914 and that ehrist’s “invisible presenee” began in that year. Of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses who eannot embraee such views, The Watchtower of July 15, 
1979, stated on page 13: “Lawless persons have even tried to penetrate the true 
Christian eongregation, arguing that the ‘promised presenee’ of our Lord is not in 
this day . . . Persons of this kind are included in Jesus’ warning reeorded at 
Matthew 7:15-23: ‘Be on the watch for the false prophets that eome to you in 
sheep’s eovering, but inside they are ravenous wolves. . . . In that day I will eonfess 
to them: I never knew you! Get away from me, you workers of lawlessness.” 
Further, The Watchtower of August 1,1980, page 19, said: “Peter was also speaking 
of the danger of being led away’ by some within the ehristian eongregation who 
would beeome ‘ridiculers, ’ making light of the fulfillment of propheeies eoneerning 
ehrist’s ‘presenee’ and adopting a law-defying attitude toward ‘the faithful and 
disereet slave,’ the Governing Body of the ehristian eongregation and the 
appointed elders” [italies mine] See also paragraph 11 on the same page and 
paragraph 14 on page 20 of the same issue. 
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destroy that which addresses their insecurity or to banish it to the 
reeesses of the mind. 11 

Awareness of this defense meehanism, it is hoped, will help 
those readers who are assoeiated with Jehovah’s Witnesses to 
examine the evidenee presented in this work with due 
eonsideration and an open mind. 

Eventually the Watch Tower Soeiety did attempt to refute the 
evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date, but this was not done until a 
speeial representative of the Governing Body in Sweden had 
written to the Soeiety asking them to provide an answer to the 
eontent of the treatise sent to them, telling them that the author was 
still waiting for a reply. This representative was the eoordinator of 
the Soeiety’s work in Sweden, Bengt Hanson. 

Hanson had paid me a visit on Deeember 11, 1979, to discuss 
the situation that had developed. During our discussion, he was 
brought to realize that it was the evidenee I had presented to the 
Soeiety against the 607 B.C.E. date—not me, my motives or 
attitude—that was the real issue. If the evidenee against the 607 
B.C.E. date was valid, this was a problem that should be of equal 
eoneern to every Witness in the organization. Under such 
circumstances, my personal attitude and motives were as irrelevant 
as those of other Witnesses. 

As a result of this, early in 1980, Hanson wrote a letter to the 
Governing Body explaining the situation, telling them that I was 
still waiting for a reply to the evidenee I had brought against their 
ehronology. And so, at long last, nearly three years after my 
sending them the researeh material, in a letter dated Febmary 28, 
1980, an attempt was made to taekle the question instead of the 
questioner. 

The argumentation presented, however, turned out to be largely 
a repetition of earlier arguments found in various plaees in the 
Watch Tower Soeiety’s literature, argmnents ìvhieh had alreadj been 
demonstrated in the treatise to be unsatisfactory. In a letter dated Mareh 
31, 1980, I answered their arguments and added two new lines of 
evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date. Thus the Soeiety not only 

11 Spectrum, Vol. 11, No.4, 1981, p.63. (This journal was published by the 
Assoeiations of Adventist Fomrns, Box 4330, Takoma Park, Maryland, U.S.A.) The 
Awake! magazine of November 22, 1984, similarly explained that such behaviour 
is a sign of “a elosed mind,” saying: “For example, if we are unable to defend our 
religious views , we may find ourselves lashing out against those who ehallenge 
our beliefs, not with logieal arguments, but with slurs and innuendos . This 
smaeks of prejudice and of a elosed mind.” (Page 4; eompare also the Awake! of 
May 22, 1990, page 12.) 
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failed to defend its position successfully, but the evidenee against it 
also beeame eonsiderably stronger. 

No further attempt to deal with the whole matter was made by 
the Soeiety until the summer of 1981, when a short discussion of it 
appeared as an “Appendix” to the book ‘Let Your Kingdom Come” 
(pages 186-189). This latest discussion added nothing new to the 
earlier arguments, and to anyone who has earefedly studied the 
subject of aneient ehronology, it appears to be no more than a 
feeble attempt to save an untenable position by eoneealing faets. 
This is elearly demonstrated in the last ehapter of this present 
work, titled “Àttempts to overeome the evidenee.” The eontents of 
the Watch Tower Soeiety’s “Appendix,” however, finally eonvineed 
me that the leaders of this organigation mre elearly not prepared to let faets 
interfere mth traditional fundamental doetrines. 

”Waiting upon Jehovah” 

It may be noted that while the Soeiety’s offieers feel perfeetly free 
to publish any argument in snpport of their ehronology, they have 
gone to great lengths to try to keep Jehovah’s Witnesses at large in 
ignoranee of the heavy burden of evidenee against it. Thus they had 
not only repeatedly cautioned me not to share my evidenee against 
the 607 B.C.E. date with others, but they have also supported the 
widespread defamation of any and all Jehovah’s Witnesses who 
have questioned the organization’s ehronology. This mode of 
procedure is not only unfair towards those who have questioned it; 
it is also most unfair towards Jehovah’s Witnesses in general. They 
have a right to hear hoth sides of the issue and learn all the faets. 
That is why I deeided to publish The Gentile Times Reeonsidered. 

Interestingly, various arguments have been advaneed by 
representatives of the Watch Tower Soeiety to justify the position 
that faets and evidenee which go eontrary to its teaehings should 
not be made known among Jehovah’s Witnesses. One line of 
reasoning goes as follows: Jehovah reveals the truth gradually 
through his “faithfid and ‘disereet slave” elass, whom Christ has 
appointed “over all his belongings.” (Matthew 24:47, NìV) This 
“slave” elass expresses itself through those who oversee the 
publishing and writing of Watch Tower literature. We should, 
therefore, ìvait upon Jehovah — wait, in other words, until the 
organization publishes “new truths.” Anyone who “runs ahead” of 
the organization is therefore presumptuous, for he thinks he knows 
better than “the faithfiil and disereet slave.” 
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Such an argument, however, is invalid if the Soeiety’s sitppositions 
regarding Bible ehronology are nrong. How so? Because the very eoneept 
that it is possible today to identify a “faithfiil and disereet slave 
elass,” whom Christ, as the “master” in the parable at Matthew 
24:45-47, has appointed “over all his belongings,” rests 
unequivocally on the ehronologieal ealenlation that the “master” arrived 
in 1914 and made such an appointment a few years later in 1919. 
If, as will be shown in this work, the Gentile times did not end in 
1914, then the basis for elaiming that Christ returned in that year 
disappears, and Watch Tower leaders eannot elaim to have been 
appointed “over all his belongings” in 1919. If this is so, neither 
ean they rightfully elaim a divinely-assigned monopoly on 
publishing “the truth.” 

It should also be noted that it is the “master” of the parable 
who, on his arrival, deeides who is “the faithful and disereet slave,” 
not the slaves themselves. So, for a group of individuals to elaim—in 
the “master’s” absenee—to be “the faithful and disereet slave,” 
elevating themselves over all the master’s “belongings,” is itself 
grossly presumptuous. On the other hand, an individual who elaims for 
himself no lofty position ean hardly be regarded as presumptuous if 
he publishes information that eontradiets some of the teaehings of 
the Watch Tower Soeiety. 

To “wait upon Jehovah,” of course, is the duty of every 
ehristian. Unfortunately, the Watch Tower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 
like many other apoealyptie movements, has time and again 
“announced” that the time has eome for the fedfillment of God’s 
propheeies, doing this in eaeh ease without regard to God’s own 
“times and seasons” for their fulfillment. This has been the ease 
ever sinee the very beginning in the 1870s. 

When the leaders of the Watch Tower movement for about 55 
years (1876-1931) persistently taught that Christ had arrived 
invisibly in 1874, were they setting an example of “waiting upon 
Jehovah”? 

When they taught that the “remnant” of Christ’s church would 
be ehanged (1 Thessalonians 4:17), first in 1878, then in 1881, then 
in 1914, then in 1915, then in 1918, and then again in 1925, did 
they “wait upon Jehovah”? 12 


12 The Watch Tower, Febmary 1, 1916, p. 38; September 1, 1916, pp. 264, 265; July 
1, 1920, p. 203. 
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When they taught that the end of the present system of things 
would eome in 1914, then in 1918-20, then in 1925, then about 
1941-42, and then again about 1975, were they “waiting upon 
Jehovah”? 13 

If 1914 is not the terminal point of the “Gentile times” as the 
Watch Tower Soeiety continues to hold, then the numerous 
current “prophetie” applieations stemming from it are additional 
proofs that the Soeiety still is not prepared to “wait upon Jehovah.” 
In that light and under such circumstances it seems a bit misplaeed 
to advise others to “wait upon Jehovah.” The one who gemánely 
wants to wait upon Jehovah eannot simply wait until the leaders of 
the Watch Tower Soeiety are prepared to do that. If, upon careful 
eonsideration of the evidenee he eomes to the conclusion that the 
Watch Tower Soeiety has produced, within the framework of its 
ehronology, a elearly arbitrary “fiilfillment” of Bible propheey in 
our time, then he needs to dissoeiate himself from the persistent 
attempts made to impose that arbitrary position on others as 
required belief. Then he could rightly be said to be prepared to 
start “waiting upon Jehovah.” 

The expulsion 

For over a century the Watch Tower publications have been filled 
with a massive and continuous eritieism of the errors and evils of 
other ehristian denominations. Even if this eritieism often has 
been sweeping and superficial, it has not infrequently also hit the 
target. The Watch Tower literature often has denounced the 
intoleranee shown in the past by various churches against dissident 
members. “Christendom has had it fanaties—from people who set 
themselves on fire in politieal protest to individnals aeting intolerantly 
toivard those holding dijrferent religions viem, ” noted The Watchtomr of July 
15, 1987, page 28. This kind of intoleranee found a frightening 
expression in the Inquisition, which was established by the Roman 
Catholic Church in the 13th century and lasted for over six 
centuries. The word “Inquisition” is derived from the Latin word 
inquisition, meaning “examination.” It is briefly deseribed as “a 
court established by the Roman Catholic Church in order to 


13 The Time Is At Hand (= Vol. 2 of the series Studies in the Scriptures, published in 
1889), pp. 76-78; The Finished Mystery (= Vol. 7 of Studies in the Scriptures, 
published in 1917), pp. 129,178,258,404,542; Millions Now Living Will Never Die! 
(1920), p. 97; The Watchtower, Sept. 9, 1941,p. 288; Awake!, Oet. 8, 1966, pp. 19, 
20; The Watchtower, May 1, 1968, pp. 271-272. 
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diseover and punish hereties and apostates.” 14 What was the 
situation of the people under this intolerant elergy rule? The 
Watehtoìver of September 1, 1989, explains on page 3: 

No one was free to worship as he pleased or to express 
opinions eonflieting with those of the elergy. This elerieal 
intoleranee ereated a elimate of fear throughout Europe. The 
church established the Inquisition to root out individuals who 
dared to hold different views. 

Such statements might give the impression that the Watch Tower 
Soeiety, in eontrast to the Roman Catholic Church in the Middle 
Ages, aets with toleranee toward members who “hold different 
religious views” and defends their right to express opinions 
eonflieting with the teaehings of the organization. The truth is, 
however, that this organization takes exactly the same attitude to 
members holding different religious opinions as did the medieval 
Catholic Church. “Beware of those who try to put forward their 
own eontrary opinions,” cautioned The Watchtomr of Mareh 15, 
1986, page 17. In answer to the question why Jehovah’s Witnesses 
have “disfellowshipped (excommunicated) for apostasy some who 
still profess belief in God, the Bible, and Jesus Christ,” the Watch 
Tower Soeiety said: 

Those who voiee such an objeetion point out that many 
religious organizations elaiming to be Christian allow dissident 
views. . . . However, such examples provide no groimds for our 
doing the same. . . . Teaehing dissident or divergent views is not 
eompatible with tme Christianity. 15 

The Watch Tower Soeiety has even established examination 
courts similar to those organized by the Roman Catholic Church in 
the Middle Ages, the only essential differenee being that the 
Soeiety’s “judicial eommittees” have no legal authority to torture 
their vietims phjsieally. I knew that the conclusions I had reaehed 
would eventually cause me to be tried and expelled by such a 
“court of inquisition,” provided that I did not leave the 
organization of my own aeeord before that. But I knew, too, that 
the consequences in both eases would be the same. 

After twenty-six years as an aetive Jehovah’s Witness I was now, 
in 1982, prepared to leave the Watch Tower organization. It was 
quite elear to me that this would mean a eomplete break with the 

14 The Swedish eneyelopaedia Nordisk Familjebok, Vol.ll (Malmò: Forlagshuset 
Norden AB, 1953), p. 35. 

15 The Watchtower, April 1, 1986, pp. 30, 31. 
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whole soeial world I had been a part of during all those years. The 
rules of the Watch Tower Soeiety require Jehovah’s Witnesses to 
cut off all eontaets with those who break with the organization, 
whether this break occurs by excommunication or by a vokintary 
resignation. I knew that I would not only lose virtually all my 
friends, but also all my relatives within the organization (of which 
there were over seventy, including a brother and two sisters with 
their families, cousins and their families, and so on). I would be 
regarded and treated as “dead,” even if my physieal “execution” 
would have to be postponed until the imminent “battle of 
Armageddon,” a battle in which the Witnesses expect Jehovah God 
to annihilate forever all who are not assoeiated with their 
organization. 16 

For some time I had been trying to prepare myself emotionally 
for this break. My plan was to publish my treatise as a public 
farewell to the movement. However, I did not manage to get the 
material ready for publication before a letter arrived from the 
Watch Tower Soeiety’s braneh offiee in Sweden, dated May 4, 
1982. The letter was a summons to an examination before a 
“judicial eommittee” eonsisting of four representatives of the 
Soeiety, who had been appointed, the letter said, to “find out about 
your attitude toward our belief and the organization.” 17 

I realized that my days within the organization now were 
numbered, and that I migbt not be able to get my treatise ready in 
time for publication. In a letter to the braneh offiee I tried to have 
the meeting with the judicial eommittee postponed. I pointed out 
that, as they very well knew, the grounds for my “attitude toward 
our belief and the organization” eonsisted of the evidenee I had 
presented against the Soeiety’s ehronology, and if they geniiinely 


16 The disfellowshipping (excommunication) rules are discussed, for instanee, in The 
Watchtower, September 15, 1981, pages 16-31, and in The Watchtower, April 
15,1988, pages 27, 28. With respeet to the impending destmetion of the present 
world system The Watchtower of September 1, 1989, states on page 19: “ Only 
Jehovah’s Witnesses, those of the anointed remnant and the ‘great crowd’, as a 
united organization under the proteetion of the Supreme Organizer, have an 
Scriptural hope of surviving the impending end of this doomed svstem dominated 
by Satan, the Devil.” (Compare also The Watchtower, September 15, 1988, pages 
14, 15) 

17 The aetion was probably taken at the request of the headquarters in Brooklyn, New 
York. As Raymond Franz, who was a member of the Governing Body until Spring, 
1980, wrote to me afterwards in a letter dated August ‘7, 1982: “I suppose it was 
somewhat of a foregone conclusion that the Soeiety would take aetion toward you. 
In my own ease, I feel that it had to be only a matter of time until they did 
something about me, no matter how low a profile I kept. I would not doubt that in 
your ease the Braneh offiee eontaeted Brooklyn and was advised to take aetion.” 
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wanted to ehange my attitude, they had to start with the burden of 
evidenee that was the basis for it. I requested, therefore, that the 
members of the eommittee be allowed to make a thorough 
examination of my treatise. After that we might reasonably have a 
meaningful meeting. 

But neither the braneh offiee nor the four members of the 
judicial eommittee showed any interest in the kind of discussion I 
had proposed, and they did not even eomment on the eonditions I 
had stated for having a meaningful meeting with them. In a brief 
letter they just repeated the summons to the eommittee 
examination. It seemed obvious that I was already judged in 
advanee, and that the trial I had been summoned to would only be 
a meaningless and maeabre faree. I therefore ehose to stay away 
from the examination and was consequently judged and 
disfellowshipped in my absenee on June 9, 1982. 

Attempting to gain time I appealed the deeision. A so-ealled 
“appeal eommittee” of four new members was appointed, and 
onee again I repeated in a letter the eonditions I found reasonable 
for having a meaningful eonversation with them. The letter was not 
even answered. On July 7, 1982, therefore, the new eommittee met 
for another sham trial in my absenee, and as expected it just 
eonfirmed the deeision of the first eommittee. In both instanees 
the sole “judicial” issue eonsidered obviously was, Did I or did I 
not agree totally with Watch Tower teaehing? The question of 
whether the reasons for my position were valid was simply treated 
as irrelevant. 

Are the eonehisions destriietive of faith? 

As pointed out earlier, the conclusions arrived at in this work upset 
the eentral elaims and apoealyptie interpretations of the Watch 
Tower Soeiety. Such conclusions, therefore, could cause some 
unrest among Jehovah’s Witnesses, and the leaders of the Soeiety 
elearly feared that their dissemination would dismpt the unity of 
their floek. I was well aware that my efforts would be interpreted 
by Watch Tower offieials as an attempt to destroy faith and to 
dismpt the unity of the “tme Christian eongregation.” But faith 
should rightly be in harmony with tmth, with faet, and this includes 
historieal faets. Thus I felt eonfident that publishing the faets on 
the subject at hand would not disturb peaee and unity among those 
who are tmly Christians. True unity is founded upon love among 
them, for love is the “perfeet bond of union.”— Colossians 3:14. 

On the other hand, there is also a false unity, foiinded, not upon 
love, but upon fear. Such “unity” is eharaeteristie of authoritarian 
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organizations, politieal as well as religious. It is a meehanistie unity 
enforeed by the leaders of such organizations who want to 
maintain their authority and keep eontrol over individuals—a unity 
that does not depend on truth. In such organizations, individuals 
relinquish to eentral authorities their right and responsibility to 
think, speak, and aet freely. Sinee the evidenee and the conclusions 
that are presented in this work overthrow the authoritarian elaims 
of the Watch Tower Soeiety, the publication of this work may be a 
threat to the enforeed unity within this organization. But the tnie 
unity founded upon love among Christian individuals, whose 
“fellowship is with the Father and with his Son, Jesus Christ,” will 
surely not be affeeted by this.—John 17:21-23; 1 John 1:3, NIV. 

Thus, even if the prophetie elaims and interpretations of the 
Watch Tower Soeiety are found to be groundless, nothing of real 
value will be lost when these things dissolve and disappear. A 
ehristian still has God’s Word, the real source of truth and hope. 
Christ is still his Lord, his only hope for future life. And he will s till 
enjoy Giristian peaee and unity, with his Father, with Jesus Christ, 
and with those individuals on earth who turn out to be his tme 
brothers and sisters. Even if he were to be expelled from an 
authoritarian religious system because he aeeepts what he elearly 
sees to be tme, Christ will not forsake him, for he said: ‘Where two 
or three eome together in my name, there I am with them.” (John 
9:30,34—39; Matthew 18:20, NW) The answer to the question, 
“Where shall we go without the organization?” is still the same as 
at the time of the apostles, when Peter said: “Lord, whom shall we 
go away to? You have sayings of everlasting life.” (John 6:68) It is 
Christ, not an organization, who has “sayings of everlasting life.” 18 

During the years that have passed sinee this researeh started, I 
have eome to know, personally or by letter, a growing number of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses at different levels of the Watch Tower 
organization who have examined thoroughly the question of 
ehronology and independently arrived at the same conclusions that 
are presented in this volume. Some of these men tried very hard to 
defend the Soeiety’s ehronology before they were foreed by the 
biblieal and historieal evidenee to abandon it. Among such were 
members of the Watch Tower researeh eommittee appointed to 

18 In the Watch Tower Soeiety’s eomments on this text, the “organization” has been 

substituted for Ohrist as the one to whom one should go to find “everlasting life.” 

See for example The Watchtower, Febmary 15, 1981, page 19, and Deeember 1, 

1981, page 31. 
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produce the Soeiety’s Bible dietionary, Aid to Bible Vnderstanding. 
The seetion on ehronology in this work on pages 322 through 348 
is still the most able and thorough discussion of Watch Tower 
ehronology ever published by that organization. 19 Yet the 
individual who wrote the artiele in question irltimately eame to 
realize that the Soeiety’s 607 B.C.E. date for the fall of Jemsalem to 
the Babylonians could not be defended, and later he abandoned it 
altogether, with all the ealeiilations and teaehings founded upon it. 
In a letter to me, he stated: 

In developing the subject ‘Chronology’ for Aid to Bible 
Understanding, the Neo-Babylonian period, extending from the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar’s father Nabopolassar to the reign of 
Nabonidus and the fall of Babylon, presented a partieiilar problem. 

As Jehovah’s Witnesses, we were obviously interested in finding 
and presenting some evidenee, however small, in support of the 
year 607 B.C.E. as the date of the destmetion of Jemsalem in 
Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth year. I was well aware of the faet 
that historians eonsistently point to a time some twenty years later 
and that they plaee the start of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign in 605 
B.C.E. (his aeeession year) rather than 625 B.C.E., the date used in 
Watch Tower publications. I knew that the 607 B.C.E. date was 
emeial to the Soeiety’s interpretation of the ‘seven times’ of Daniel 
ehapter four as pointing to the year 1914 C.E. 

A large amount of researeh went into the effort. At that time 
(1968), Charles Ploeger, a member of the Watch Tower 
headquarters staff, was assigned as an assistant to me. He spent 
many weeks searehing through the libraries of New York City for 
any sources of information that might give some validity to the 
date of 607 B.C.E. as the time of Jemsalem’s destmetion. We also 
went to Brown LJniversity to interview Dr. A. J. Saehs, a speeialist 
in astronomieal texts relating to the Neo-Babylonian and adjoining 
periods. None of these efforts produced any evidenee in support 
of the 607 B.C.E. date. 


19 Aid to Bible Understanding was published in its entirety in 1971. A slightly revised 
edition in two volumes was published in 1988. The most important new feature is 
the addition of visual aids (maps, pictures, photographs, ete.), all in full eolor. The 
name of the dietionary was ehanged, however, to Insight on the Scriptures, 
evidently because the three prineipal authors, Raymond Franz, Edward Dunlap, 
and Reinhard Lengtat, left the headquarters in 1980, and that two of them, Franz 
and Dunlap, were disfellowshipped because of their divergent views. In Insight on 
the Scriptures, more than half of the eontents of the original artiele on 
“Chronology” has been cut off (see Vol. 1, pp. 447-467), the reason likely being the 
information on the subject presented in the treatise sent to the headquarters in 
1977, along with a reeognition of the tenuous nature of the organization’s elaims. 



Introduction 21 


In view of this, in writing the artiele on ‘Chronology’ I devoted 
a eonsiderable portion of the material to efforts at showing the 
imeertainties existent in aneient historieal sources, including not 
only Babylonian soiirees but also Egyptian, Assyrian and Medo- 
Persian. Though I still believe that a number of the points 
presented as to such uncertainties are valid, I know that the 
argumentation was born of a desire to uphold a date for which 
there was simply no historieal evidenee. if the historieal evidenee 
did, in faet, eontradiet some elear statement in Scripture I would 
not hesitate to hold to the Scriptural account as the more reliable. 
But I realize that the issue is not some eontradietion of elear 
Scriptural statement but eontradietion of an interpretation plaeed 
upon portions of Scripture, giving to them a meaning that is not 
stated in the Bible itself. The uncertainties that are to be found in 
such human interpretations are eertainly equal to the 
uncertainties to be found in ehronologieal accounts of aneient 
history. 20 


Aeknoivledgements 

Before this introduction is concluded, I would like to thank the 
many knowledgeable persons all over the world, some of whom 
were still aetive Jehovah’s Witnesses at the time the treatise was 
written, who, by their encouragement, suggestions, eritieism and 
questions have greatly contributed to this treatise. First among 
these I should mention Rud Persson in Ljungbyhed, Sweden, who 
partieipated in the work from an early stage and who more than 
anyone else assisted in these respeets. Other friends of the same 
background, espeeially James Penton and Raymond Franz, have 
been of great help in preparing the book for publication by 
polishing my English and grammar. 

With respeet to the ideo-historieal seetion (ehapter one), my 
eontaets with Swedish seholar Dr. Ingemar Lindén stimiilated my 
interest and initiated my researeh in this area. Alan Feuerbacher, 
Beaverton, Oregon (now in Fort Collins, Colorado) provided 
important documents for this seetion. For the ehapters on Neo- 
Babylonian ehronology (ehapters three and four) the eontaets with 
authorities on the Babylonian cuneiform texts have been of 
invaluable help. This applies particularly to Professor D. J. 
Wiseman in England, who is a leading expert on the Neo- 
Babylonian period; Mr. C. B. F. Walker, Deputy Keeper in the 
Department of the Aneient Near East in the British Museum, 


20 Raymond Franz, former Governing Body member, wrote this letter, dated June 12, 
1982. 



22 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 

London; Professor Abraham J. Saehs in the U.S.A; Professor 
Hermann Hunger in Austria, who sinee the death of Abraham 
Saehs in 1983 is the leading expert on Babylonian astronomieal 
observational texts; Dr. John M. Steele in Toronto, Canada, and 
Dr. Beatriee André at the Louvre Museum in Paris. On the 
exegetical seetions (ehapters 5-7), finally, a number of eapable 
linguists and Hebraists willingly shared their expertise, espeeially 
Dr. Seth Erlandsson in Vàsterás, Sweden; Dr. Tor Magnus Amble 
and Dr. Hans M. Barstad, both in Oslo, Norway, and Professor 
Ernst Jenni in Basel, Switzerland. 

First of all, however, my thanks go to the God of the Bible, who 
in the Old Testament from the time of Moses onwards earries the 
personal name Yahweh or Jehovah, but whom we in the New 
Testament meet and ean approaeh as our heavenly Father, as this 
researeh has been done under eonstant prayer for his help and 
understanding. All honor goes to Him, sinee it is his Word of truth 
that has been the basis of this study. Although eertain religious 
theories and interpretations were found to be untenable and had to 
be rejeeted, his prophetie Word was eonfirmed, over and over 
again, during the biblieal and historieal researeh eonneeted with the 
subject under discussion. This faith-strengthening experience has 
been a real and lasting blessing to me. My hope is that the reader 
will be blessed in a similar way. 


Carl Olofjonsson 
Gdteborg, Smden, 1982 
Kevised in 1998 and 2004 
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THE HISTORY OF AN 
INTERPRETATION 

A LL IDEAS have a beginning. People who believe in an idea, 
however, are often eompletely unaware of its background, 
origin and development. ignoranee of that history may strengthen 
the eonvietion that the idea is tme, even when it is not. As happens 
in other eases, this ignoranee may provide fertile soil for fanatieism. 

True, knowledge of the historieal development of an idea does 
not neeessarily disprove it, but such knowledge does enable us to 
improve our judgment of its validity. A elear example of an idea— 
in this ease, an interpretation — that is obscured by ignoranee is a 
widely-held eoneept eoneerning the “Gentile times” referred to by 
ehrist at Luke 21:24: 

They will fall by the edge of the sword and be taken away as 
eaptives among all nations; and Jemsalem will be trampled on by 
the Gentiles, until the times of Gentiles are fulfilled.—NRSV. 

Mill ions of persons internationally have eome to aeeept the 
belief that this prophetie statement definitely points to and is linked 
with a speeifie date in the twentieth century and they even build 
their present plans and future hopes on that belief. What is its 
history? 

The “year-day prineiple” 

The length of the period ealled the “Gentile times” (translated “the 
appointed times of the nations” in the Watch Tower Soeiety’s Neiv 
World Translation) has been ealeiilated by some expositors, including 
the Watch Tower Soeiety, to be 2,520 years. This calculation is 
founded upon the so-ealled “year-day prineiple.” Aeeording to this 
prineiple, in biblieal time-related propheeies a day alìvays stands for 
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SEVEN SYMBOLIC TIMEv 
2,520 YEARS 


B.C.E. C.E. 


607 B.C.E. 


1914 C.E. 


In 607 B.C,E, God's lypieal kingdem of Judah fei I, and the Gentile kingdoms roled 
the whole earth. In 1914 C.E. the “appointed times of the nations” ended, and 
“the kingdom of the world" was given to Chnst 

AWAKE! — OGTOBER 8, 1913 
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From the Awake! magazine of Oetober 8, 1973, page 18. 


The ealeiilation of the “times of the Gentiles” as a period 
of 2,520 years, beginning in 607 B.C.E. and ending in 
1914 C.E., is the ehronologieal basis of the apoealyptie 
message preaehed worldwide by the Watch Tower 
Soeiety. 

a jear, f ]ust as on a map one ineh may stand for one hundred 
miles.” 1 In the Bible there are two passages where prophetie 
periods are explicitiy counted that way: Numbers 14:34 and Ezekiel 
4:6. 

In the first text, as punishment for their errors, the Israelites 
were to wander in the desert for forty years, measured out by the 
mimber of days the spies had spied out the land, forty days, “a day 
for a year.” 

In the seeond text Ezekiel was told to lie on his left side for 390 
days and on his right side for 40 days, prophetieally earrying the 
errors of Israel and Judah eommitted during just as many years, “a 
day for a year.” 

It should be noted, however, that these speeifìe interpretations 
are given to us by the Bible itself. “A day for a year” is noivhere stated 
to be a general prineiple of interpretation that applies also to other 
prophetie periods. 

The development of the eoneept that the year-day prineiple ean 
indeed apply to any time-related biblieal propheey has a long 
history. The shifting nature of its applieation during that history 
surely reveals something as to its reliability. 

Its use by Jewish seholars 


1 LeRoy Edwin Froom, The Prophetie Faith of Our Fathers (Washington, D.C.: Review 
and Herald Publishing Assoeiation, 1948), Vol. II, p. 124. 
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Jewish rabbis were the first to begin applying this way of counting 
prophetie time beyond the two referenees eited, and they did this 
with the “seventy weeks” of Daniel 9:24-27, the first verse of 
which states: “Seventy weeks are deereed for your people and your 
holy eity to finish the transgression, to put an end to sin, and to 
atone for iniquity, to bring in everlasting righteousness, to seal both 
vision and prophet, and to anoint a most holy plaee.” 2 

Despite this, the faet is that the “year-day” applieation was not 
stated as a general prìneiple until the first century C.E., by the rabbi, 
Akibah ben Joseph (e. 50-132 C.E.). 3 

Hiindreds of years passed and it was only at the beginning of the 
ninth century that a number of Jewish rabbis began to extend the 
year-day prineiple to other time periods in the book of Daniel. 
These included the 2,300 “evenings and mornings” of Daniel 8:14, 
and the 1,290 days and 1,335 days of Daniel 12:11, 12, all of which 
were viewed as having Messianie implieation. 

The first of these rabbis, Nahaìi'endi, eonsidered the 2,300 
“evenings and mornings” of Daniel 8:14 as years, counting them 
from the destmetion of Shiloh (which he dated to 942 B.C.E.) to 
the year 1358 C.E. In that year he expected the Messiah would 
eome! 4 

Nahawendi was soon followed by others, such as Saadia ben 
Joseph from the same century and Solomon ben Jeroham from the tenth 
century. The latter applied the year-day prineiple to the 1,335 days 
of Daniel 12:12. Counting them from the time of Alexander the 
Great, he arrived at the year 968 C.E. as the date for the 
redemption of Israel. 

The famous rabbi, Rashi (1040-1105), ended the 2,300 year-days 
in 1352 C.E., when he thought the Messiah would eome. 


2 While this propheey speaks of weeks, this of itself does not mean that it lends 
itself to an applieation of the “year-day prineiple.” To a Jew the Hebrew word for 
“week,” shabíL’a, did not always signify a period of seven days as in English. 
ShabíL’a literally means a “(period of) seven,” or a “heptad.” The Jews also had a 
“seven” (shabá’a) of years. (Leviticus 25:3, 4, 8, 9) Tme, when “weeks of years” 
were meant, the word for “years” was usually added. But in the later Hebrew this 
word was often left to be understood as implied. When “weeks of days” were 
meant, the word for “days” could sometimes be appended, as in the other passage 
in Daniel where shabíL’a is found. (10:2, 3) Daniel 9:24, therefore, simply asserts 
that “seventy sevens are determined,” and from the context (the allusion to the 
“seventy years” in verse 2) it may be concluded that “seventy sevens of years” are 
intended. It is because of this apparent textual eonneetion—and not because of 
any “year-day prineiple”—that some translations (Moffatt, Goodspeed, AT, RS) read 
“seventy weeks of years” in Daniel 9:24. 

3 Froom, Vol. II, pp. 195, 196. 

4 Ibid., p. 196. Nahawendi also counted the 1,290 days of Daniel 12:11 as a period 
of years, beginning with the destmetion of the seeond temple [70 C.E.] and 
thereby arriving at the same date, 1358 C.E. 
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Abraham bar Hiyya Hanasi (c. 1065-1136) speculated that the 
2,300-, the 1,290- and the 1,335-year periods would terminate on 
different dates in the fifteenth century. The end of the 2,300 year- 
days, for instanee, was set at 1468 C.E . 5 

Even up into the nineteenth century, many other Jewish 
seholars were continuing to use the year-day prineiple to fix dates 
for the eoming of the Messiah. 

The methods the rabbinieal seholars used in applying the year- 
day prineiple during those ten eentmies were varied and the dates 
they arrived at differed. Whatever method employed, however, one 
thing was true: all the end-dates eventually proved empty of 
fnlfì ll ment. 

Sinee the use of the year-day prineiple was relatively eommon 
among Jewish sources from early centuries, was this also the ease 
among Christian Bible expositors? 

Of greater interest, does the history of its use within the 
ehristian community—and the resalts obtained—demonstrate a 
eontrast, or does it follow a similar pattem? What has been its 
fmitage? 

The “year-day prineiple” among Christian expositors 

As we have seen, rabbi Akibah ben Joseph had presented the year- 
day method as a prineiple baek in the first century C.E. We find no 
applieation of it—in that way, as a prineiple- —among Christian 
seholars, however, for the following one thousand years. 

Tme, several expositors from the fourth century onward 
suggested a mystieal or symbolie meaning for the 1,260 days of 
Revelation, yet before the twelfth century they never applied the 
year-day mle to those days, nor to any other time period, with the 
sole exception of the 3 1/2 days of Revelation 11:9. That period 
was interpreted to be 3 1/2 years by a number of expositors, the 
first of whom was Victorinus in the fourth century. 6 This, of course, 
was far from holding to a year-day rule or prineiple. 

joaehim of Floris (e. 1130-1202), abbot of the dstereian 
monastery in Corace, Italy, was most probably the first Christian 
expositor to apply the year-day prineiple to the different time 
periods of Daniel and Revelation. This was pointed out during the 
19th century by Charles Maitland, a leading opponent of the idea, in 
a number of works and artieles. For example, in refìiting those 
holding that 

5 Ibid., pp. 201, 210, 211. 

6 E. B. Elliott, Honae Apoealyptieae, 3rd ed. (London, 1847), Vol. III, pp. 233-240. 
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the 1,260 days of Revelation 11:3 were 1,260 years, Maitland 
concluded, after a thorough investigation, that the system of the 
1260 years “was never heard of till dreamed into the world by a 
wild Abbotin 1190.” 7 

Though many nineteenth-century adherents of the year-day 
prineiple tried to refute Maidand’s statement eoneerning the 
novelty of the prineiple, all their attempts proved unsuccessful. 
After a very thorough examination of all available sources, even the 
most learned of his opponents, the Reverend E. B. Elliott, had to 
admit that “for the first four eentnries, the days mentioned in Daniel’s 
and Apocal\ _ ptic propheeies respeeting Antiehrist were interpreted 
literally as days , not as jears, by the Fathers of the Christian 
Church.” 8 He thus had to agree with Maitland that joaehim of 
Floris was the first Christian writer to apply the year-day prineiple 
to the 1,260 days of Revelation 11:3 stating: 

At the elose of the 12th century joaehim Abbas, as we have just 
seen, made a fìrst and rude attempt at it: and in the 14th, the 
Wycliffite Walter Bmte followed. 9 

joaehim, who was probably influenced by Jewish rabbis, 
counted the 1,260 “year-days” from the time of Christ and believed 
that they would soon end in an “age of the Spirit.” Although he did 
not fix a speeifìe date for this, it seems that he looked forward to 
the year 1260 C.E. After his death, that year eame “to be 
eonsidered by joaehim’s followers as the fatal date that would 
begin the new age, so much so that when it passed without any 
notable event some eeased to believe any of his teaehings.” 10 

joaehim’s works initiated a new tradition of interpretation, a 
tradition in which the “year-day prineiple” was the vety basis of 

7 Oharles Maitland, The Apostles’ Sehool of Prophetie Interpretation (London, 1849), 
pp. 37, 38 

8 E. B. Elliott, Horae Apoealyptieae, 3rd ed. (London, 1847), Vol. HI, p. 233. 

9 Ibid., p. 240. The late Dr. LeRoy Edwin Froom, who was a modern defender of the 
year-day theory, arrived at a similar conclusion in his massive four-volume work, 
The Prophetie Faith of Our Fathers. In Volume I (1950) on page 700, he states: 
“Heretofore, for thirteen centuries the seventy weeks had been reeognized generally 
as weeks of years. But the first thousand years of the ehristian Era did not 
produce any further applieations of the prineiple, among ehristian writers, save 
one or two glimpses of the ‘ten days’ of Revelation 2:10 as ten years of persecution, 
and the three and a half days of Revelation 11 as three and a half years. But now 
Joaehim for the first time applied the year-day prineiple to the 1260-day propheey.’ 

10 Froom, Vol. I, p. 716. 
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prophetie interpretations. During the following centuries 
innumerabie dates were fixed for Christ’s seeond advent, most of 
them biiilt upon the year-day prineiple. At the time of the 
Reformation (in the sixteenth century), Martin Luther and most of 
the other reformers believed in that prineiple, and it was iargeiy 
aeeepted among Protestant sehoiars far into the nineteenth century. 

The prineiple applied to the Gentile times 

As we have seen, joaehim of Floris applied the year-day prineiple 
to the 1,260 days of Revelation 11:3. The preeeding verse eonverts 
this period into months, stating that “the nations . . . will trample 
the holy eity underfoot for forty-two months.” (Revelation 11:2, 
NW) Sinee this predietion about the “holy eity” elosely parallels 
Jesus’ words at Luke 21:24 that “Jemsalem will be trampled under 
foot by the Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled” 
(NASB), some of joaehim’s followers soon began to assoeiate the 
“times of the Gentiles” with this calculated period in which the 
1,260 days beeame 1,260 years. 

However, because they believed that Revelation 11:2, 3 and 12:6, 
14 dealt with the Christian church, Jemsalem or the “holy eity” 
usually was interpreted to mean the church of Rome. 11 The period 
of the “times of the Gentiles,” therefore, was thought to be the 
period of the afflietion of the church, the end of which afflietion 
was originally expected in 1260 C.E. 

Others, however, believed the “holy eity” to be the literal eity of 
Jemsalem. The well known seholastie physieian, Arnold of Villanova 
(e. 1235-1313), identified the Gentile times with the 1,290 days of 
Daniel 12:11, eonverting them from 1290 days to 1290 years. 
Counting these from the taking away of the Jewish saerifiees after 
the destmetion of Jemsalem by the Romans in 70 C.E., he 
expected the end of the Gentile times in the fourteenth century. 
The Crusades were still being waged in his day and Arnold linked 
them with the hoped-for expiration of the Gentile times in the near 
future, argiring that, unless the end of the times of the Gentiles was 
near, how could the “faithflil people” regain the Holy Land from 


11 Ibid., pp. 717, 723, 726, 727. The information here is based on the work De 
SeminibiLS Scripturarum, fol. 13v, eol. 2 (as discussed in Froom), which was 
written in 1205 A.D. The manuscript is known as Vat. Latin 3813. 
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the unbeUevers? 12 

At the end of the fourteenth century, Walter Brate, one of John 
Wycliffe’s followers in England offered yet another interpretation. 
Aeeording to him, the “times of the Gentiles” were the period 
when the Christian church was dominated by heathen rites and 
customs. This apostasy, he held, started after the death of the last 
apostle in about 100 C.E. and would continue for 1,260 years. This 
period, and also the 1,290 “year-days,” which he reekoned from the 
destmetion of Jemsalem 30 years earlier (in 70 C.E.), had already 
expired in his days. He wrote: 

Now if any man will behold the Chronicles, he shall find, that 
after the destmetion of ]erusalem was aeeomplished, and after the 
strong hand of the holy people was fully dispersed, and after the 
plaeing of the abomination; that is to say, the Idol of Desolation of 
]erusalem, within the Holy plaee, where the Temple of God was 
before, there had passed 1290 days, taking a day for a year, as 
eommonly it is taken in the Prophets. Ánd the times of the 
Heathen people are fulfilled, after whose Rites and Customs God 
suffered the holy City to be trampled under foot for forty and two 
months. 13 

Sinee the times of the Gentiles already had expired aeeording to 
his calculations, Bmte thought that the seeond eoming of Christ 
must be rìght at hand. 

Consta.ntly ehanging dates 

Time passed and left the many apocal} ì ptic fixed dates behind, the 
predietions tied to them remaining unfulfilled. By now, counting 
the 1,260 or 1,290 years from the destmetion of Jemsalem in 70 
C.E., or from the death of the apostles could no longer produce 
meaningful results. So, the startingpoint had to be moved forward to 
a later date. 

Groups persecuted and branded as hereties by the Roman 
church soon began to identify the ‘trampling Gentiles’ with the 
papaej of Kome. These persecuted groups eommonly viewed 
themselves as “the tme church”—pictured in Revelation 12 as a 
woman who had to flee into “the wilderness” for “a thousand two 


12 Arnold of Villanova, Tractatus de Tempore Adventus Antiehristi (’Treatise on the 
Time of the Ooming of Antiehrist”), part 2 (1300); reprinted in Heinrieh Finke, Aus 
den Tagen Bonifaz VIII (Munster in W., 1902), pp. CXLVIII-CLI, CXLVII. (See also 
Froom, Vol. I, pp. 753-756.) 

13 From Registmm Johannis Trefnant, Episeopi Herefordensis (eontaining the 
proeeedings of the trial of Walter Brute for heresy), as translated in John Foxe, 
Aets and Monuments, 9th ed. (London, 1684), Vol. I, p. 547. (See also Froom, Vol. 
II, p. 80.) 
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hundred and sixty days,” the period of trampling spiritual 
Jemsalem. (Revelation 12:6,14) This view now allowed them to 
advanee the starting-point from the first century to a time somewhere 
in the fourth eentnry, with its growth of authority on the part of the 
Roman church. 

This “adjusted” view was very eommon among the Reformers. 
John Napier (1550—161 1), the distinguished Seottish mathematieian 
and student of propheey, began the period about 300 or 316 C.E., 
and eame up with the end of the Gentile times in the latter half of 
the sixteentb century. 14 

More time passed and the starting-point was onee again moved 
forward, this time into the sixth or seventh centuries, the period 
when the popes had reaehed a real position of power. George Bell, 
for example, writing in the London GLvangelieal Magafne of 1796, 
counted the 1260 years from either 537 or 553 C.E., and predieted 
the fall of Antiehrist (the Pope) in “1797, or 1813. 15 Of the 1,260 
years Bell says: 

The holy eity is to be trodden under foot by the Gentiles, or 
Papists, who, though they are Christians in name, are Gentiles in 
worship and praetiee; worshipping angels, saints, and images, and 
persecuting the followers of Christ. These Gentiles take away the 
daily saerifiee, and set up the abomination that maketh the visible 
church of Christ desolate for the spaee of 1260 years. 16 

This was written in 1795 in the midst of the Freneh Revolution. 
Shortly afterward the Pope was taken eaptive by Freneh troops and 
foreed into exile (in Febmary, 1798). Very interestingly, these 
startling events in Franee and Italy had to some extent been 
“predieted” nearly a century in advanee by several expositors, the 
best known of wbom was the Seottish pastor, Robert Bleming Jr. (e. 
1660-1716). 17 Surely, many felt, these major historieal events had 
eonfirmed the rightness of their predietions! Because of this, the 
year 1798 was very soon quite eommonly held among biblieal 
eommentators to be the terminal date for the 1,260 years. 

This view—with some minor differenees—was also adopted by 
Charles Taze Russell and his followers. And it is still prevalent 
among the Seventh-Day Adventists. 


14 John Napier, A Plaine Diseovery of the Whole Revelation of Saint John (Edinburgh, 
1593), pp. 64, 65. (See Froom, Vol. II, p. 458.) 

15 G. Bell, “Downfall of Antiehrist,” Evangelieal Magazine (London), 1796, Vol. 4, p. 
54. (See Froom, Vol. 2,p. 742.) Although published in 1796, the artiele was written 
July 24,1795. 

16 G. Bell, ibid., p. 57. (See Froom, Vol. II, p. 742.) 

17 Robert Fleming, Jr., The Rise and Fall of Papaey (London, 1701),p. 68. (For 
additional notes on this predietion, see ehapter 6, seetion D: “1914 in 
perspeetive.”) 
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Politiea.1 and soeial tipheaval fuels prophetie 

speeiilations 

The Freneh Revolution of 1789-1799 had extraordinary impaet 
extending far beyond Freneh borders. Following the violent 
removal of the Freneh monarehy and the proelamation of the 
Republic in 1792, new extremist leaders not only brought about a 
period of terror and ehaos in Franee itself, but they inaugurated an 
almost unbroken period of wars of conquest, which lasted until 
1815, when Emperor Napoleon I was defeated at Waterloo. The 
Revolution’s ehaotie aftermath in Europe and other parts of the 
world excited intensified interest in prophetie study, espeeially as 
some of these upheavals had been partially predieted by expositors 
of the propheeies. 

Historians reeognize the Freneh Revolution as marking a major 
turning-point in world history. It brought to an end a long era of 
relative stability in Europe, uprooting the established order and 
deeply ehanging politieal and religious thought. 

Comparing the wars of the Freneh Revolution and Napoleon 
Bonaparte with the earlier Thirty Years’ War (1618-1648) and the 
later World War I (1914—1918), historian Robert Gilpin says of 
these three wars that “eaeh was a mrld n>ar involving almost all the 
states in the [international] system and, at least in retrospeet, ean be 
eonsidered as having constituted a tnajor tnmingpoint in hmnan 
history .” 18 

Another well-known historian, R. R. Palmer, in discussing the 
momentous role of the Freneh Revolution in modern history, says: 

Even today in the middle of the twentieth century, despite all 
that has happened in the lifetime of men not yet old, and even . . . 
in Ameriea or in any other part of a world in which the countries 
of Europe no longer enjoy their former eommanding position, it is 
still possible to say that the Freneh Revoktion at the end of the eighteenth 
eentitry iras the tnrningpoint of modern eivili^ation 4 9 

The resultant uprooting of long-standing European politieal and 
soeial institutions caused many to believe that they were indeed 
living in the last days. Men of many backgrounds—ministers, 
politieians, lawyers, and laymen—beeame involved in prophetie 


18 Professor Robert Gilpin, “The Theory of Hegemonie War,” The Journal of 
interdiseiplinary History, (published in Cambridge, MA, and London, England), Vol. 
18:4, Spring 1988, p. 606. (Emphasis added.) 

19 R. R. Palmer in his foreword to Georges Lefebvre’s The Coming of the■ Freneh 
Revolution (New York: Vintage, 1947), p. v. 
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study. A voluminous body of literature on the propheeies was 
produced, numerous prophetie periodieals were started, and 
prophetie eonferenees were held on both sides of the Atlantie. 

The apoealyptie revival eommeneed in England, but soon 
spread to the European Continent and the United States of 
Ameriea where, in the latter ease, it culminated in the well-known 
M ill erite movement. Based on interpretations of Daniel 8:14, the 
predietions now developed generally pointed to 1843, 1844, or 
1847 as the time for Girist’s seeond advent. 

It was in this feverish atmosphere that a new interpretation of 
the Gentile times was born, in which, for the first time, the oft-med 
fignre of 1,260years was donbled to 2,520years. 

The ehart presented on the faeing page shows the results that 
the “year-day” method of counting prophetie time-periods 
produced over a period of seven eentmies. Though almost all of 
the thirty-six seholars and prophetie expositors listed were working 
from the same basie Scriptural text referring to 1,260 days, very 
rarely did they agree on the same starting and ending points for the 
period’s fulfillment. The ending dates for the Gentile times set by 
them or their followers ran all the way from 1260 C.E. to 2016 
C.E. Yet all of them advaneed what to them were eogent reasons 
for arriving at their dates. What resiilts now eame from the 
doubling of this figure in eonneetion with Jesus’ statement about 
the “Gentile times”? 

John Aquila Brown 

In the long history of prophetie speculation, John Aquila Brown in 
England plays a notable role. Although no biographieal data on 
Brown has been found so far, he strongly influenced the 
apoealyptie thinking of his time. He was the first expositor who 
applied the supposed 2,300 year-days of Daniel 8:14 so that they 
ended in 1843 (later 1844). 20 This beeame a key date of the Seeond 
Advent movement. 21 He was also the first who arrived at a 
prophetie time period of 2,520 years. Brown’s ealailation of 2,520 
years was based on his exposition of the “seven times” eontained 


20 Brown fìrst published his ehronology in an artiele in the London monthly The 
ehristian Observer of November 1810. Aeeording to his understanding of the 
Gentile times, the “trampling Gentiles” were the Mohammedans (or Muslims), and 
he therefore regarded the 1,260 years so widely eommented on as Mohammedan 
lunar years, eorresponding to 1,222 solar years. He reekoned this period from 622 
C.E. (the first year of the Mohammedan Hegira era) to 1844, when he expected the 
eoming of Christ and the restoration of the Jewish nation in Palestine.—J. A. 
Brown, The Even-Tide, Vol. 1 (1823), pp. vii, xi, 1-60. 
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TABLE 1: THE MULTIPLE, SHIFTING APPLICATIONS 
OF THE 1,260 YEARS 


Expositor Publication Applieation Remarks 

date (alTaates C.E.) 


joaehim of Floris 
Arnold of Villanova 
Walter Bmte 
Martin Luther 
A. Osiander 
J.Funck 
G. Nigrinus 
Aretius 
John Napier 
D. Pareus 
J. Tillinghast 
J. Artopaeus 
Cocceius 
T. Beverley 
P. Jurieu 
R. Fleming,Jr. 

tt tt 

William Whiston 
Daubuz 
J. Ph. Petri 
Lowman 
John Gill 
Hans Wood 
J. Bieheno 
A. Fraser 
George Bell 

tt tt 

Edward King 
Galloway 
W. Hales 
G. S. Faber 
W. Cuninghame 
J. H. Frere 
Lewis Way 
W. C. Davis 
J. Bayford 
John Fry 

John Aquila Brown 


1195 

1-1260 

1300 

e. 74-1364 

1393 

134-1394 

1530 

38-1328 

1545 

412-1672 

1558 

261-1521 

1570 

441-1701 

1573 

312-1572 

1593 

316-1576 

1618 

606-1866 

1655 

396-1656 

1665 

260-1520 

1669 

292-1552 

1684 

437-1697 

1687 

454-1714 

1701 

552-1794 

1701 

606-1848 

1706 

606-1866 

1720 

476-1736 

1768 

587-1847 

1770 

756-2016 

1776 

606-1866 

1787 

620-1880 

1793 

593-1789 

1795 

756-1998 

1796 

537-1797 

1796 

553-1813 

1798 

538-1798 

1802 

606-1849 

1803 

620-1880 

1806 

606-1866 

1813 

533-1792 

1815 

533-1792 

1818 

531-1791 

1818 

588-1848 

1820 

529-1789 

1822 

537-1797 

1823 

622-1844 


Gentile Times—1290 years 
Gentile times =1290 years 


1260 years of 360 days 
= 1242 Julianyears 


1242 Julian years 

1242 Julian years 


1260 lunar years 


The table shows a sample of the many different applieations of the 1,260 
and 1,290 “year-days” from joaehim of Floris in 1195 to John Aquila 
Brown in 1823. It would have been easy to extend the table to include 
expositors after Brown. However, the table ends with him because at this 
time another interpretation of the Gentile times began to surface, in 
which the 1,260 years were doubled to 2,520 years. 
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John Aquila Brown’s book The Even-Tide (London, 1823), in which the 
“seven times” of Daniel 4 for the first time were explained to mean 
2,520 years. 
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in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of the chopped-down tree in Daniel, 
ehapter 4. It was first published in 1823 in his two-volume work 
The Even-Tide; or, Last Trintnph of the Blessed and Only Potentate, the King 
of Kings, and Lord of Lords. 22 

He speeifieally states that he was the first to write on the subject: 

Although many large and learned voliimes have been written on 
prophetieal subjects during a succession of ages; yet, having never 
seen the snbjeet, on which I am about to offer some remarks, tonehed 
tpon by any anthor, I eommend it to the attention of the reader, not 
doubtingly, indeed, but with strong eonfidenee that it will be 
found still further to eorroborate the seale of the prophetieal 
periods, assumed as the basis of the fulfillment of propheey. 23 

In his interpretation, Brown differed from other later expositors 
in that he nowhere eonneets the “seven times” of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s dream with the “seven times” of prophetie 
punishment direeted against Israel at Leviticus 26:12-28. 
“Ncbuchaelnezzar was a type,” Brown wrote, “of the three 
successive kingdoms which were to arise.” Of the “seven times,” or 
years, of Nebuchadnezzar’s afflietion, he said: 


21 The seeond advent was expected to occur during the year 1843/44, counted from 
Spring to Spring as was done in the Jewish ealendar. It has been maintained that 
expositors in the United States arrived at the 1843 date as the end of the 2,300 
years independently of Brown. Although that may be true, it eannot be proved, and 
interestingly, the London, England, Ohristian Observer, a periodieal founded in 
1802 which frequently dealt with propheey, also had an Ameriean edition 
published at Boston which ran artiele for artiele with the British edition. So 
Brown’s artiele on the 2,300 years could have been read by many in the United 
States as early as 1810. Soon afterwards, the 1843 date began to appear in 
Ameriean prophetie expositions. 

22 Published in London; the pertinent material is found in Vol. II, pp. 130-152. 

23 Perhaps some may be inelined to objeet to this statement on account of the table 
on pages 404 and 405 of Froom’s The Prophetie Faith of Our Fathers, Volume IV. It 
is true that this table seems to show James Hatley Frere as the first to write on the 
2,520 years in 1813. But the part of the table farthest to the right on page 405 
entitled, “Dating of other time periods,” does not have any elose eonneetion with 
the “Publication date” column on page 404. It simply states the author’s general 
position on other time periods. Besides, Frere never held the times of the Gentiles 
(or the “seven times”) to be a period of 2,520 years. In his first book on propheey, A 
Combined View ofthe Propheeies of Daniel, Esdras, and St. John (London, 1815), he 
does not eomment on Daniel 4 or Luke 21:24. The “holy eity” of Revelation 11:2 he 
explains to be “the visible church of Christ” and “during the period of 1260 years, 
the whole of this eity is trodden under foot of the Gentiles, excepting the interior 
courts of its temple.” (Page 87) Many years later Frere calculated the Gentile times 
to be a period of 2,450 years from 603 B .C.E. to 1847 C.E. See, for example, his 
book, The Great Oontinental Revolution, Marking the Expiration of the Times of the 
Gentiles AD. 1847-8 (London, 1848). Note espeeially pages 66-78. John A. Brown, 
of course, was well acquainted with the many eontemporary writings on propheey, 
and Frere was one of the best known expositors in England. So there seems to be 
no reason to doubt Brown’s own statement of priority with respeet to the 2,520 
years. 
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[These] wou!d, therefore, be eonsidered as a grand week of 
years, forming a period of two thousand five hundred and twenty 
years, and embraeing the duration of the four tyrannieal 
monarehies; at the elose of which they are to learn, lilee 
Nebuchadnezzar, by the “season and time” of the two judgements, 
that “the Mosf High rnleth in the kingdom of men, and giveth ìt to 
ivhomsoever he mll. ” 

Brown ealeiilated the 2,520 years as mnning from the first year 
of Nebuchadnezzar, 604 B.C.E., to the year 1917, when “the full 
glory of the kingdom of Israel shall be perfeeted.” 24 

Brown did not himself assoeiate this period with the Gentile 
times of Luke 21:24. Nonetheless his ealeiilation for the 2,520 
years, and his having based these on Daniel ehapter 4, have sinee 
played a key role in eertain modern interpretations of those Gentile 
times. 

The 2,520 years linked ivith the Gentile times 

It was not long before other expositors began identifying the new 
calculation of 2,520 years with the “Gentile times” of Luke 21:24. 
But, even as with the 1,260 days, they eame up with differing 
resiilts. 

At the Albtny Park Prophetie Conferences (held annually at Albury 
near Guildford, south of London, England from 1826 to 1830), the 
“times of the Gentiles” was one of the topies eonsidered. Right 
from the first discussions in 1826 they were eonneeted with the 
2,520 year period by William Cuninghame. He ehose as his starting 
point the year when the ten tribes were earried into eaptivity by 
Shalmaneser (which he dated to 728 B.C.E.), thus arriving at 1792 
C.E. as their last or termination date, a date that by then was 
already in the past? 25 

Many biblieal eommentators counted the “seven times of the 
Gentiles” from the eaptivity of Manasseh, which they dated to 677 
B ,C.E. This was obviously done so that the Gentile times would 

24 The Even-Tide, Vol. II, pp. 134, 135; Vol. I, pp. XLII1, XLIV. 

25 Henry Dmmmond, Dialogu.es on Propheey (London, 1827), Vol. I, pp. 33, 34. In this 
report from the discussions at Albury, the partieipants are given fictitious names. 
Cuninghame (”Sophron”) arrives at the 2,520 years by doubling the 1,260 years, 
not by referring to the “seven times” of Daniel 4 or Leviticus 26. In support of this 
he refers to the authority of Joseph Mede, an expositor living in the seventeenth 
century. Although Mede had suggested that the times of the Gentiles might refer to 
the four kingdoms beginning with Babylon, he never stated the period to be 2,520 
years. (Mede, The Works, London, 1664, Book 4, pp. 908-910, 920.) In a later 
eonversation “Anastasius” (Henry Dmmmond) eonneets the 2,520 years with the 
“seven times” of Leviticus 26 and, “eorreeting” the starting-point of Cuninghame 
from 728 to 722 B .C., he arrives at 1798 C.E. as the terminal date. (Dialogues, 
Vol. I, pp. 324, 325) 
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Above: The Albury Park residenee, near Guildford, south of London, the 
plaee of the Albnry Park Prophetie Conferences, 1826-1830. At these 
eonferenees eertain ideas were developed that 50 years later were to 
beeome eentral parts of the message of the Watch Tower Soeiety, viz., 
the Gentìle times as a period of2,520years, and the idea of dmst’s seeond eoming 
as an invisible presenee. 

Below: Henry Dmmmond, owner of Albury Park and host of the 
eonferenees, who also published annual reports on the discussions 
(Dialognes on Propheey). 
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end at the same time already being assigned to the 2,300 day-years, 
that is, in 1843 or 1844. 26 In 1835, Wìlliam W. Pjm published his 
work, A Word of Waming in the Last Days, in which he ended the 
“seven times” in 1847. Interestingly, he builds his calculation of the 
2,520 years of Gentile times on the “seven times” mentioned in 
Leviticus 26 as well as the “seven times” of Daniel 4: 

In other words, the judgements threatened by Moses, which 
should last during the seven times , or 2520 years; and the 
judgements revealed to Daniel, which should eome to an end by 
the eleansing of the sanctuary after a portion of the greater number 
2520. 27 

Others, however, were looking forward to the year 1836 C.E., a 
year fixed on entirely different grounds by the German theologian 
J. A. Bengel (1687-1752), and they tried to end the “seven times” in 
that same year. 28 

Ilhistrating the state of flux existing, Edivard Biekersteth (1786- 
1850), evangelieal reetor of Watton, Hartfordshire, tried different 
starting-points for the “seven times of the Gentiles,” eoming up 
with three different ending dates: 

If we reekon the eaptivity of Israel as eommeneing in 727 
before Christ, Israel’s first eaptivity under Salmanezer, it would 
terminate in 1793, when the Freneh revolution broke out: and if 
677 before Christ, their eaptivity under Esarhaddon (the same 
period when Manasseh , king of Judah, was earried into eaptivity,) 

(2 Kings xvii. 23, 24.2 Chron. xxxiii. 11,) it would terminate in 
1843: or, if reekoned from 602 before Christ, which was the final 
dethronement of Jehoiakim by Nebuchadnezzar, it would 
terminate in 1918. All these periods may have a referenee to 
eorresponding events at their termination, and are worthy of 
serious attention. 29 

One of the best known and most learned millenarians of the 
19th century was Edìrnrd Bishop Elliott (1793-1875), incumbent of 
St. Mark’s Church in Brighton, England. With him, the date of 
1914 first reeeives mention. In his monumental treatise Horae 
Apoealyptieae (”Hours with the Apoealypse”) he first reekoned the 
2,520 years from 727 B.C.E. to 1793 C.E., but added: 

26 John Fry (1775-1849) was among those doing this, in his Unfulfilled Propheeies of 
Scripture, published in 1835. 

27 Found on page 48 of his work. Quoted in Froom, Vol. 111, p. 576. 

28 So did W. A. Holmes, ehaneellor of Oashel, in his book The Time of the End which 
was published in 1833. He dated the eaptivity of Manasseh under Esarhaddon to 
685 B CE., and counting the 2,520 years from that year, he ended the “seven 
times” in 1835-1836. 

29 Edward Biekersteth, A Scripture Help, first edited in 1815. After 1832 Biekersteth 
began to preaeh on the propheeies , which also influenced later editions of A 
Scripture Help. The quotation is taken from the 20th edition (London, 1850), p. 
235. 
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Of course if calculated from Nebuchadnezzar’s own aeeession 
and invasion of Judah, B.C. 606, the end is much later, being A.D. 
1914; just one half century, or jubilean period, from our probable 
date of the opening of the Millennium [which he had fixed to 
“about A.D.1862”]. 30 

One faetor that should be noted here is that in Elliott’s 
ehronology 606 B.C.E. was the aeeession-year of Nebuchadnezzar, 
while in the later ehronology of Nelson H. Barbour and Charles T. 
Russell 606 B.C.E. was the date assigned for Nebuchadnezzar’s 
destmetion of Jemsalem in his 18thyear. 

The Millerite movement 

The leading British works on propheey were extensively reprinted 
in the United States and strongly influenced many Ameriean 
writers on the subject. These included the well-known Baptist 
preaeher William Miller and his assoeiates, who pointed forward to 
1843 as the date of Christ’s seeond eoming. It is estimated that at 
least 50,000, and perhaps as many as 200,000 people eventually 
embraeed Miller’s views. 31 

Virtually every position they held on the different propheeies 
had been taught by other past or eontemporary expositors. Miller 
was simply following others in ending the “Gentile times” in 1843. 
At the First General Conference held in Boston, Massachusetts, on 
Oetober 14 and 15, 1840, one of Miller’s addresses dealt with 
Biblieal ehronology. He plaeed the “seven times,” or 2,520 years, as 
extending from 677 B.CE. to 1843 CE. 32 The seeond eoming of 
ehrist was expected no later than 1844. 

The date predieted for so long and by so many, with elaimed 
Biblieal baeking, eame and went, with nothing to fulfill the 
expectations based on it. 

After the “Great Disappointment” of 1844, some, and among 
them M ill er himself, openly eonfessed that the time was a 
mistake. 33 Others, however, insisted that the time itself was right, 


30 E.B. Elliott, Horae Apoealyptieae, lst ed. (London: Seeley, Bumside, and Seeley, 
1844),Vol. III, pp. 1429-1431. Elliott’s work ran through five editions (1844,1846, 
1847,1851, and 1862).In the last two he did not direetly mention the 1914 date, 
although he still suggested that the 2,520 years might be reekoned from the 
beginning of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign. 

31 David Tallmadge Arthur, “Come out of Babylon”: A Study of Millerite Separatism and 
Denominationalism, 1840-1865 (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
Roehester, 1970), pp. 86-88. 

32 William Miller, “A Dissertation on Prophetie Ohronology” in The First Report of the 
General Conference of ehristians Expecting the Advent of the Lord Jesus Christ 
(Boston, 1842), p. 5. Other Millerites who stressed the 2,520 years included 
Riehard Hutchinson (editor of The Voiee of Elijah) in an 1843 pamphlet, The Throne 
of Judah Perpetuated in Christ, and Philemon R. Russell (editor of the ehristian 
Herald and Journal) in the Mareh 19, 1840 issue of that periodieal. The 2,520 
years also appear on eharts used by Millerite evangelists. (See Froom, Vol. IV, pp. 
699-701, 726-737.) 
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tliL' und of the 6000 years of the ivorltl, niid opening of 
tho seventh Milìenninnn, btj uppmxir>iation íiboiit A. D. 
i Síj'2:—the snnie year, verv nearly, tlint wc before íised 
on as tbe epoeh of tbe eonsiimmation, on quite different 
dnta. 

I mnst ndd yet a word besides on two or three otber 
more dubious, yet very interesting and important pro- 
phetie periods. And, lst, on the seie* limes af Nebtt- 
ehadnezzafs insanily antl beslialism These enlenlnted 
after theyear-day syslem, 1 on the hypothesis of the Baby- 
lonish king's insnnity figuring that of the great empires, 
which he then headed, in their state of heathen aberration 
from God, (a point on the propriety of which I ean my- 
self feel searee a \loubt,) terminate,—if dateil from the 
time, B. C. 727, when the Assyrians nnder Shalmanezer 3 
first neted the wild benst’s pnrt ngninst Israel, nboiit the 
ycarl793; that is, at theepoelioflheFrenehRevohition, 
and the eoineident goìng forth of the Gospel message 
to evangelize the heatheniioubtlcss a very remarkable 
synehronism: espeeialiy eonsidering that the biseeting 
point of these seven times is then A. D. 533 ; the very 
eommeneing epoeh, with Justinian’s Deeree, of the three 
and a half times of the Papal Antiehrist Of course if 
ealenlat ed f rom Ne buchadnezzar’s own_ ae eessioií áníl 
invasion of Judah, B. C. 606, the end is much later, 
litTng À. !TrT9lTfIuTf ^nèhaìTTentury, or "JtSíleàn 
penod.from our probable date of the opening of the 

Jewisb R>bbi« mmlee ihe interval het*«n the fint dertmetiim of Jermalem 
by the Btbjlomtm, »nd iecorul by the Romtns, just 490 (or t to iue the prophet 
t)*nici‘s lnnju*|e, trvtnltf teetk* of) yr»r*.—Thui thrre b nothing in the Jevith 
mnndane ehronoiogy to tfeet the leenrmey of Mr. C'». 

I h»*e in the above notiee hni before me Mr. Línáo't JewUh C«lend*r; * l»te 
pubUcation, efaborate with Jewish tearninf, and nnetioned bf tbe then ehief 
Rtbbi in Lonéon, Solomon Hineheil. 

1 Dan. ít. The figure k* lemevhat other*ri*e applied bjr Cowper to the 
wretcítednes> and niìned hopes of a pritoner; 

———-Like Ihe vitìonary erohlem seen 
By him of Bnbylon, iife Mond* a *tump, 

And filleteii abom *ith hoops of bnss 

Still b*es» Uiough all hii pleasant booghi are gooe. 

5 See p. 957 on the year.day prinetple. 

1 Jer. 1.17 ; “Iintì is a seattered iheep; the lions ha*e drieen him aw»y: 
first the Kin; of Assyria h*th òevoored him; hst this HebuchadiK£ur, Kiny of 
Babylon, hath broken hii hones.” 


E. B. Elliott’s Horae Apoealyptieae, Vol. III (1844) 

E. B. Elliott was most probably the flrst expositor to reekon the 
“times of the Gentiles” from 606 B.C.E. to 1914 CE. It should be 
noted, however, that in his ehronology the starting-point, 606 B.C.E, 
was the aeeession-jear of Nebuchadnezzar, while in the ehronology of 
Barbour and Russell this was Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth jear. Their 
ehronologies, therefore, were eonflieting, although the dates 
aeeidentally happened to be the same. 
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The “1843” ehart 

used by William Miller (inset) and his assoeiates in presenting the 
1843 message. Miller presented fifteen separate “proofs” in support 
of his 1843 date, most of which were calculations based on the 
various year-day periods, including the 2300 and 2520 year-days. 
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but the event antieipated was wrong. Expressing what has beeome 
a familiar justification, they had expected “the wrong thing at the 
right time.” 

This position was taken by a group which later eame to be 
known as the Seventh-Day Adventists. They deelared that Jesus, 
instead of deseending to earth in 1844, entered the most holy plaee 
of the heavenly sanctuary as mankind’s great high priest to 
introduce the antitypieal atonement day. 34 This group, which 
separated from the rest of the “Seeond Adventists” in the end of 
the 1840’s, caused the first major division within the original 
movement. 

Some leading Millerites who also held to the 1844 date—among 
them Apollos Hale, Joseph Turner, Sanmel Snoiv, and Bamett Matthias — 
elaimed that Jesrn had indeed eome as the Bridegroom in 1844, 
although spiritually and invisibly, “not in personally deseending 
from heaven, but taking the throne spiritually. ” In 1844, they deelared, 
the “kingdom of this world” had been given to Christ. 35 

Offshoots of the Millerite movement 

Thus, following 1844, the M ill erite “Seeond Advent” movement 
gradually broke into several Adventist groups. 36 A proliferation of 
new dates began to appear: 1845, 1846, 1847, 1850, 1851, 1852, 
1853, 1854, 1866, 1867, 1868, 1870, 1873, 1875, and so on, and 
these dates, eaeh having their promoters and adherents, 
contributed to even greater fragmentation. A leading Seeond 
Adventist, Jonathan Cummings, deelared in 1852 that he had reeeived 


33 “That I have been mistaken in the time, I freely eonfess; and I have no desire to 
defend my course any further than I have been actuated by pure motives, and it 
has resulted in God’s glory. My mistakes and errors God, I trust, will forgive . . . 
(Wm. Miller’s Apology and Defenee, Boston, 1845, pp. 33, 34.) George Storrs, who 
had been one of the leaders in the last stage of the Millerite movement, the so- 
ealled “seventh month movement,” in which the advent had been finally fixed to 
Oetober 22, 1844, was even more outspoken. Not only did he openly and 
repeatedly eonfess and regret his error, but he also deelared that God had not been 
in the “definite time” movement, that they had been “mesmerized” by mere human 
influence, and that “the Bible did not teaeh definite time at all” (See D. T. Arthur, 
op. eit., pp. 89-92.) 

34 For a elarifying discussion of the development of this doetrine, see Dr. Ingemar 
Linden, The Last Tmmp. A historieo-genetieal study of some important ehapters in 
the making and development of the Seventh-Day Adventist Church (Frankfurt am 
Main, Bern, Las Vegas: Peter Lang, 1978), pp. 129-133. Years later the doetrine 
was ehanged to mean that the so-ealled “investigative judgment” of the believers— 
dead and living—began on Oetober 22, 1844. 

35 Froom, Vol. IV, p. 888. A detailed discussion of these views is given by Dr. D. T. 
Arthur, op. eit., pp. 97-115. 

36 In 1855 a prominent Seeond Adventist, J. P. Cowles, estimated that there existed 
“some twenty-five divisions of what was onee the one Advent body. (See D. T. 
Arthur, op. eit., p. 319.) 
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a “new light” on the ehronology, and that the seeond advent was to 
be expected in 1854. Many Millerites joined Cummings, and in 
January, 1854, they started a new periodieal, the World’s Crisis, in 
advoeaey of the new date. 37 

Other faetors besides dates began to play a role in the 
eomposition of the Seeond Advent movement. Right up to the 
present time they appear as distinetive features among a number of 
movements that developed from Seeond Adventism, including the 
Seventh-Day Adventist Church, Jehovah’s Witnesses, and eertain 
Church of God denominations. These faetors included the 
doetrine of eonditional—not inherent—immortality of the soul, 
with its eorollary tenet that the ultimate destiny of those who are 
rejeeted by God is destmetion or annihilation, not conscious 
torment. The trinitarian belief also beeame an issue among some 
seetors of the Seeond Adventists. (For further details on these 
developments and their effeet in contributing to division among 
the offshoots of the M ill erite movements, see the Appendix for 
Chapter One.) 

Most of these developments had already taken plaee by the time 
that Charles Taze Russell, still in his teenage years, began the 
formation of a Bible study group in Allegheny, Pennsylvania. From 
the end of the 1860’s onward, Russell inereasingly got into touch 
with some of the Seeond Adventist groups which developed. He 
established elose eonneetions with eertain of their ministers and 
read some of their papers, including George Storrs’ Bible Examiner. 
Gradually, he and his assoeiates took over many of their eentral 
teaehings, including their eonditionalist and anti-trinitarian 
positions and most of their “age to eome” views. Finally, in 1876, 
Russell also adopted a revised version of their ehronologieal 
system, which implied that the 2,520 years of Gentile times would 
expire in 1914. In all essential respeets, therefore, Russell’s Bible 
Student movement may be deseribed as yet another offshoot of the 
M ill erite movement. 

What, then, was the most direet source of the ehronologieal 
system that Russell, the founder of the Watch Tower movement, 
adopted, including not only the 2,520 year-period for the Gentile 
times, its ending in 1914, but also the year 1874 for the start of an 
invisible presenee by Christ? That source was a man named Nelson 
H. Barbour. 

Nelson H. Barbour 

37 isaae C. Wellcome, History of the Seeond Advent Message (Yarmouth, Maine, 

Boston, New York, London, 1874), pp. 594-597. 
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Nelson H. Barbourwas born near Auburn, New York, in 1824. He 
joined the Millerite movement in 1843, at the age of 19. He “lost 
his religion” eompletely after the “Great Disappointment” in 1844 
and went to Australia where he beeame a miner during the gold 
msh there. 38 Then, in 1859 he returned to Ameriea by way of 
London, England. In a retrospeet Barbour tells how his interest in 
the prophetie time periods was again aroused during this voyage: 

The vessel left Australia with an advent brother [Barbour 
himself) on board, who had lost his religion, and been for many 
years in total darkness. To wile away the monotony of a long sea 
voyage, [an] English ehaplain proposed a systematie reading of the 
propheeies; to which the brother readily assented; for having been 
a Millerite in former years, he knew right well there were 
arguments it would puzzle the ehaplain to ansmr, even though the 
time had passed. 39 

During this reading Barbour thought he diseovered the emeial 
error in Miller’s reekoning. Why did Miller begin the 1,260 “year- 
days” of Revelation 11 in 538 C.E. and start the 1,290 and í ,335 
year-days of Daniel 12 thirtyjears earlier in 508 C.E.? Should not all 
three periods start at the same date? Then the 1,290 years would 
end in 1828 and the 1,335 years in—not 1843 but—1873. “On 
arriving in London [in 1860], he went to the library of the British 
Museum, and among many other extensive works on the 
propheeies found Elliott’s Horae Apoealjptieae” in which Elliott 
reproduced a table, “The Scripture Chronology of the World,” 
prepared by his friend, Reverend dmstopher Boiven. The table 
showed that 5,979 years sinee man’s ereation ended in 1851. 40 
Adding 21 years to the 5,979 years, Barbour diseovered that 6,000 
years would end in 1873. This he saw as a remarkable and stirring 
eonfirmation of his own calculation of the 1,335-year period. 

On returning to the United States, Barbour tried to interest 
other Seeond Adventists in his new date for the eoming of the 
Lord. From 1868 onward he began to preaeh and publish his 
findings. A nrnnber of his artieles on ehronology were published in 
the World’s Crisis and the Advent Christian Times, the two leading 
papers of the Advent Christian Assoeiation. In 1870 he also 


38 Nelson H. Barbour, Evidenees for the Coming of the Lord in 1873; or the Midnight 
Cry, 2nd ed. (Roehester., 1871), p. 32. 

39 Ibid., p. 32. 

40 I bid., p.33; E. B. Elliott, Horae Apoealyptieae, 4th ed. (London: Seeleys,1851), Vol. 
IV; fly-leaf appended at p. 236. Elliott’s work at that time, 1860, was a standard 
work advoeating 1866 as the time of the eoming of the Lord. 
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published the 100-page pamphlet Evidenees for the Coming of the Eord 
in 1873; or the Midnight Cry, the seeond edition of which has been 
quoted above. 41 In 1873 he started a monthly of his own ealled The 
Midnight Cry, and Herald of the Morning the circulation of which 
within three months ran up to 15,000 eopies. 42 When the target 
year of 1873 had nearly passed, Barbour advaneed the time of the 
seeond advent to the autumn of 1874. 43 But when that year, too, 
eame and went, Barbour and his followers experienced great 
eoneern: 

When 1874 eame and there was no outward sign of Jesus 
in the literal clouds and in a fleshly form, there was a general 
reexamination of all the arguments upon which the ‘Midnight Cry’ 
was made. And when no fault or flaw could be found, it led to the 
eritieal examination of the Scriptures which seem to bear on the 
manner of Christ’s eoming, and it was soon diseovered that the 
expectation of Jesus in the flesh at the seeond eoming was the 
mistake . . . , 44 


An “invisible presenee” 

One of the readers of the Midnight Cry, B. W. Keith (later one of 
the contributors to Zion’s Watch Tower), 

. . . had been reading carefully Matt. xxiv ehapter, using the 
‘Emphatie Diaglott’, a new and very exact word for word 


41 Nelson H. Barbour (ed.), Herald of the Moming (Roehester, N.Y.), September 1879, 
p.36. Actually, Barbour’s new date for the seeond advent was adopted by an 
inereasing number of Seeond Adventists, espeeially within the Advent Ohristian 
Church, with which Barbour evidently assoeiated for a number of years. One 
reason for this readiness to aeeept the 1873 date was that it was not new to them. 
As Barbour points out in his Evidenees . . . (pp. 33, 34), Miller himself had 
mentioned 1873 after the 1843 failure. Prior to 1843, several expositors in England 
had ended the 1,335 years in 1873, for instanee John Fry in 1835 and George 
Duffield in 1842. (Froom, Vol. III, pp. 496, 497; Vol. IV, p. 337) As early as 1853 
the “age to eome” Adventist Joseph Marsh in Roehester, N.Y., concluded, like 
other expositors before him, that the “time of the end” was a period of 75 years 
that began in 1798 and would expire in 1873. (D. T. Arthur, op. eit., p. 360) In 
1870 the well-known Advent ehristian preaeher Jonas Wendell included Barbour’s 
ehronology in his pamphlet The Present Tnith; or, Meat in Due Season (Edenboro, 
PA, 1870). The inereasing interest in the date caused the Advent ehristian Church 
to arrange a speeial eonferenee, Febmary 6 to 11, 1872, in Worcester, Mass., for 
the examination of the time of the Lord’s return and espeeially the 1873 date. 
Many preaehers, including Barbour, partieipated in the discussions. As reported in 
the Advent Ohristian Times of Mareh 12, 1872, The point on which there seemed 
to be any general unanimity was the ending of the thirteen hundred and thirty-five 
years in 1873.” (p. 263) 

42 Nelson H. Barbour (ed.), The Midnight Cry, and Herald of the Morning (Boston, 
Mass.) Vol. 1:4, Mareh, 1874,p. 50. 

43 N. H. Barbour, “The 1873 Time,” The Advent ehristian Times, Nov. 11, 1873, p. 
106. 

44 Zion’s Watch Tower, Oetober and November 1881, p. 3 (= Reprints, p. 289). 
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translation of the New Testament [translated and published by 
Benjamin WiIson in 1864]; when he eame to the 37th and 39th 
verses he was much surprised to find that it read as fo!lows, viz.: 
Tor as the days of Noah thus will be the presenee of the son of 
man’. 45 

Keith thus found the Greek word paromia, usually translated 
“eoming,” here translated as “presenee.” A widely held idea among 
expositors at this time was that Christ’s seeond eoming would take 
plaee in tivo stages, the first of which would be invisible! 46 Could it 
be that Jesus had eome in the fall of 1874, though invisible, and been 
invisibly present sinee then? 

To Barbour this explanation not only seemed attraetive, but as 
he and his assoeiates could find no faults with their calculations, 
they saw in it the solution to their problem. The date was right, 
although their expectations had been wrong. 

Onee again, it was seen as a ease of having expected “the wrong 
thing at the right time”: 

It was evident, then, that though the manner in which they had 
expected Jesus was in error, yet the time, as indieated by the 
‘Midnight Cry,’ was eorreet, and that the Bridegroom eame in the 
Autumn of 1874 . . . , 45 

Most readers of the Midnight Cry, and Herald of the Moming 
magazine, however, could not aeeept this explanation, and the 
15,000 readers rapidly “dwindled to about 200.” Barbour himself 
was eonvineed that the Millennial morning had already begun to 
dawn, and therefore he thought that the Midnight Cry no longer was 
a suitable name for his paper. He remarked: “Will some one inform 
me how a ‘Midnight Cry’ ean be made in the momingì ” 47 The paper, 
which had eeased publication in Oetober 1874, was therefore 

45 Zion’s Watch Tower ,February 1881,p. 3, and Oetober-November 1881, p. 3 
(=Reprints, pp. 188 and 289). 

46 This idea of Ohrist’s return was originally presented in about 1828 by a banker 
and expositor of the propheeies in London, Henry Dmmmond. It soon beeame very 
popular among the expositors of the propheeies during the rest of the century, 
espeeially among the Darbyists, who did much to popularize the idea. It was much 
discussed in the leading millenarian periodieals, in England in the Quarterly 
Joumal of Propheey (1849-1873) and The Rainbow (1864-1887), and in the United 
States in the Prophetie Times (1863-1881). The ehief editor of the last mentioned 
paper (which was widely read also in Adventist eireles, including that of C. T. 
Russell and his assoeiates) was the well-known Lutheran minister Joseph A. 
Seiss.—An examination of the origin and dispersion of the “invisible presenee” idea 
is found in The Ohristian Quest magazine (Christian Renewal Ministries, San Jose, 
CA), Vol. 1:2, 1988, pp. 37-59, and Vol. 2:1, 1989, pp. 47-58. 

47 Ibid., April 1880, p. 7 (= Reprints, p. 88). 
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restarted in June 1875 as the Herald of the Moming, thereby 
dispensing with the first part of the earlier title. 

In one of the very first issues (September, 1875), Barbour 
published his calculation of the Gentile times, making them 
terminate in 1914 C.E. 48 (See following page.) 

Charles Taze Riissell 

In 1870, as an 18-year-old businessman in Allegheny, Pennsylvania, 
Charles Ta%e K/rssell, together with his father Joseph and some 
friends formed a elass for Bible study. 49 The group was formed as 
an outgrowth of Russell’s eontaets with some of the former 
Millerites mentioned above, espeeially Jonas Wendell, George 
Storrs, and George Stetson. 

Wendell, a preaeher from the Advent Christian Church in 
Edenboro, Pennsylvania, had visited Allegheny in 1869, and by 
ehanee Russell went to one of his meetings and was strongly 
impressed by Wendell’s eritieism of the hellfire doetrine. Russell 
had been brought up a Calvinist, but had reeently broken with this 
religious background because of his doubts in the predestination 


48 Actually, Barbour hinted at the calculation already in the June, 1875 issue of 
Herald of the Moming, by stating that the Gentile times began with the end of reign 
of Zedekiah in 606 B.C., although he did not direetly mention the terminal date (p. 
15). In the July issue, he stated that the Gentile times would “continue yet forty 
years.” Although this seems to point to 1915, it is elear from the subsequent 
issues that Barbour had the year 1914 in mind. The August issue eontains an 
artiele on “Chronology” (pp. 38-42), but the Gentile times are not discussed. The 
1914 date is direetly mentioned for the first time in the September, 1875 issue, 
where the following statement is found on page 52: “I believe that though the 
gospel dispensation will end in 1878, the Jews will not be restored to Palestine, 
until 1881; and that the ‘times of the Gentiles,’ viz. their seven prophetie times, of 
2520, or twice 1260 years, which began where God gave all, into the hands of 
Nebuchadnezzar, 606 B.C.; do not end until A.D. 1914; or 40 years from this.” A 
lengthy discussion of the calculation was then published in the issue of Oetober 
1875, pp. 74-76. 

49 Charles’ parents, Joseph L. and Ann Eliza (Birney) Russell, were both of Seottish- 
Irish deseent. They had left Ireland during the great Irish famine of 1845-1849, 
when one and a half million people starved to death and another million emigrated 
abroad. Joseph and Eliza settled in Allegheny in 1846, where eharles was born in 
1852 as number two of three ehildren. As Eliza died in about 1860, Joseph had to 
take eare of the upbringing of the ehildren. As a youngster, eharles spent most of 
his leisure time in his father’s elothing store, and at an early age he beeame 
Joseph’s business partner. Their successful eompany, “J. L. Russell & Son, Gents’ 
Furnishing Goods,” finally developed into a ehain of five stores in Allegheny and 
Pittsburgh.—For additional biographieal notes on Russell, see M. James Penton, 
Apoeàlypse Delayed. The Story of Jehovah’s Witnesses (Toronto, Buffalo, London: 
University of Toronto Press, 1985, 1997), pp. 13-15. 
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Herald of the Morning of September 1875 
in which N. H. Barbour first published the year 1914 as the end of the 
2,520 years. 
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of the 2,520 years and hellfìre doetrines. He was in a serious 
religious erisis at this time and even questioned if the Bible really 
was the word of God. His meeting with Wendell and his 
subsequent reading of Storrs’ magazine, the Bible Examiner, restored 
his faith in the Bible. Artieles published in this magazine seem to 
have been regularly discussed in Russell’s study group. 

Although Russell knew that some Adventists, including Jonas 
Wendell, expected Christ in 1873, he himself rejeeted the whole 
eoneept of time settings and fixing of dates. Then, in 1876, he 
began to alter his position: 

It was about January, 1876, that my attention was speeially 
drawn to the subject of prophetie time, as it relates to these 
doetrines and hopes. It eame about in this way: I reeeived a paper 
ealled The Herald of the Morning, sent by its editor, Mr. N. H. 
Barbour? 50 

Russell states he was surprised to find that Barbour’s group had 
eome to the same conclusion as his own group about the manner of 
ehrist’s return—that it would be “thieflike, and not in flesh, but as 
a spirit-being, invisible to men. 

Russell at onee wrote to Barbour about the ehronology, and 
later in 1876 he arranged to meet him in Philadelphia where Russell 
had business engagements that summer. Russell wanted Barbour to 
show him, “if he could, that the propheeies indieated 1874 as the 
date at which the Lord’s presenee and ‘the harvest’ began.” “He 
eame,” says Russell, “and the evidenee satisfied me.” 51 

It is apparent that during these meetings Russell aeeepted not 
only the 1874 date but all of Barbour’s time calculations, including 
his ealeiilation of the Gentile times. 52 While still in Philadelphia, 
Russell wrote an artiele entitled “Gentile Times: When do They 
End?” which was published in George Storrs’ periodieal the Bible 
Examiner in the Oetober 1876 issue. Referring to the “seven times” 
of Leviticus 26:28, 33 and Daniel 4 on page 27 of the Examiner, he 
determines the length of the Gentile times to be 2,520 years which 


50 Zion’s Watch Tower, July 15, 1906, pp. 230, 231 (= Reprìnts, p. 3822). 

51 Ibid. In a two-page “Supplement to Zion’s Watch Tower,” sent out “To the readers of 
‘Herald of the Morning” with the first issue of Zion’s Watch Tower and Herald of 
Chrìst’s Presenee of July 1,1879, Russell gives an account of his meeting with 
Barbour and his assoeiate John Paton in 1876 and their subsequent eollaboration 
for the following three years in spreading the “Harvest message,” and explains why 
he had to break with Barbour in 1879 and start his own paper. 

52 This is also indieated by Russell himself who states: “ . . . when we first met, he 
had much to learn from me on the fulness of restitution based upon the sufficiency 
of the ransom given for all, as I had much to learn from him eoneerning time. ” — 
Zion’s Watch Tower, July 15, 1906, p. 231 (= Reprìnts, p. 3822). 
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began in 606 B ,C.E. and would end in 1914 C.E.—preeisely the 
same dates Barbour had arrived at and had begun publishing a year 
earlier, in 1875. 

Looking fonvard to 1914 

What, exactiy, would the end of the “Gentile times” mean for 
mankind? Although monumental events relating to Girist’s return 
were proelaimed to have taken plaee in 1874, these were all said to 
be invisible, occurring in the spirit realm unseen by human eyes. 
Would 1914 and the termination of the Gentile times be the same, 
or would it bring visible, tangible ehange for the earth and for 
human soeiety on it? 

In the book The Tme is atHand, published in 1889 (later referred 
to as Volume II of Studies in the Seriptnres), Russell stated that there 
was “Bible evidenee proving” that the 1914 date “will be the 
farthest limit of the rule of imperfeet men.” What would be the 
consequences of this? Russell enumerated his expectations for 1914 
in seven points: 

Firstly, That at that date the Kingdom of God ... will have 
obtained full, universal eontrol, and that it will then be ‘set up,’ or 
firmly established, in the earth. 

Seeondly, It will prove that he whose right it is thus to take 
dominion will then be present as earth’s new ruler ... 

Thirdly, It will prove that some time before the end of A. D. 
1914 the last member of the divinely reeognized Church of Christ, 
the ‘royal priesthood,’ ‘the body of Christ,’ will be glorified with 
the Head ... 

Fourthly, It will prove that from that time forward Jemsalem 
shall no longer be trodden down of the Gentiles, but shall arise 
from the dust of divine disfavor, to honor; because the ‘Times of 
the Gentiles’ will be fiilfilled or eompleted. 

Fifthly, It will prove that by that date, or sooner, Israel’s 
blindness will begin to be turned away; because their ‘blindness in 
part’ was to continue only ‘mtil the fiilness of the Gentiles be 
eome in’ (Rom. 11:25) ... 

Sixthly, It will prove that the great ‘time of trouble such as 
never was sinee there was a nation,’ will reaeh its culmination in a 
worldwide reign of anarehy . . . and the ‘new heavens and new 
earth’ with their peaeefiil blessings will begin to be reeognized by 
trouble-tossed humanity. 

Seventhly, It will prove that before that date God’s Kingdom, 
organized in power, will be in the earth and then smite and crush 
the Gentile image (Dan. 2:34)—and fully consume the power of 
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these kings. 53 

These were indeed very daring predietions. Did RusseU really 
believe that all these remarkable things would eome true within the 
next twenty five years? Yes, he did; in faet, he believed his 
ehronology to be God’s ehronology, not just his own. In 1894 he 
wrote of the 1914 date: 

We see no reason for ehanging the figures—nor could we 
ehange them if we would. They are, m helìeve, God’s dates, not onrs. 
But bear in mind that the end of 1914 is not the date for the 
beginning, but for the end of the time of trouble. 54 

Thus it was thought that the “time of trouble” was to 
eommenee some years before 1914, “not later than 1910,” reaehing 
its climax in 1914. 55 

In 1904, however, just ten years before 1914, Russell altered his 
view on this matter. In an artiele in the July 1, 1904 issue of Zion’s 
Watch Tomr, entitled “LJniversal anarehy—just before or after 
Oetober, 1914 A.D.,” he argued that the time of trouble, with its 
worldwide anarehy, would begin after Oetober, 1914: 

We now expect that the anarehistie culmination of the great 
time of trouble which will preeede the Millennial blessings will be 
after Oetober, 1914 A.D.—very speedily thereafter, in our 
opinion— ‘in an hour,’ ‘suddenly,’ because ‘our forty years’ 
harvest, ending Oetober, 1914 A.D., should not be expected to 
include the awful period of anarehy which the Scriptures point out 
to be the fate of Christendom. 56 

This ehange caused some readers to think that there might be 
other errors in the ehronologieal system, too—one reader even 
suggesting that Bishop LJssher’s ehronology might be more eorreet 
when it dated the destmetion of Jemsalem as having happened in 
587 B.C.E. rather than in 606 B.C.E. This would end the 2,520 
years in about 1934 instead of 1914. But Russell strongly 
reaffirmed his belief in the 1914 date, referring to other elaimed 
“time parallels” pointing to it: 


53 C. T. Russell, The Time is at Hand (= Vol. II of the Millennial Dawn series; later 
ealled Studies in the Scriptures), Pittsburgh: Watch Tower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 
1889, pp. 77, 78. Some of the predietions were slightly ehanged in later editions. 

54 Zion’s Watch Tower, July 15, 1894 (= Reprints, p. 1677). 

55 Ibid., September 15, 1901 (= Reprints, p. 2876). 

56 Ibid., July 1, 1904, pp. 197,198 (= Reprints, p. 3389). 
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We lmow of no reason for ehanging a figure: to do so would 
spoil the harmonies and parallels so conspicuous between the 
Jewish and Gospel ages. 5 ' 

Answering another reader, he said: 

The harmony of the prophetie periods is one of the strongest 
proofs of the eorreetness of our Bible ehronology. They fit 
together like the cogwheels of a perfeet maehine. To ehange the 
ehronology even onejear ivonld destroj all this harmonj, —so accurately are 
the various proofs drawn together in the parallels between the 
Jewish and Gospel ages. 58 

These arguments were further baeked up by artieles written by 
the Edgar brothers of Seotiand. 59 

Growing doubts 

So in 1904 Russell was still as eonvineed of his dates as he was in 
1889, when he wrote that the understanding of these time features 
was the “sealing of the foreheads” mtntìontà at Revelation 7:3. 60 

As the 1914 date drew nearer, however, Russell beeame more 
and more cautious in his statements. Answering an inquiring Bible 
student in 1907, he said that “we have never elaimed our 
calculations to be infallibly eorreet; we have never elaimed that they 
were knoivledge, nor based upon indisputable evidenee, faets, 
knowledge; our elaim has always been that they are based on 
faith.’™ 

The dates no longer seemed to qualify as “God’s dates,” as he 
had stated thirteen years earlier; now they might be fallible. Russell 
even eonsidered the possibility that 1914 (and 1915) could pass by 
with none of the expected events having occurred: 

But let us suppose a ease far from our expectations: suppose 
that A.D. 1915 should pass with the world’s affairs all serene and 
with evidenee that the Very eleet’ had not all been ‘ehanged’ and 
without the restoration of natural Israel to favor under the New 
Covenant. (Rom. 11:12, 15) What then? Would not that prove our 
ehronology wrong? Yes, surely! And would not that prove a keen 
disappointment? Indeed it would! . . . What a blow that would be! 
One of the strings of our ‘harp’ would be quite broken! However, 


57 Ibid., Oetober 1, 1904, pp. 296, 297 (= Reprints, pp. 3436, 3437). 

58 Ibid., August 15, 1904, pp. 250, 251 (= Reprints, p. 3415). Emphasis added. 

59 Ibid., November 15, 1904, pp. 342-344; June 15, 1905, pp. 179-186 (= Reprints, 
pp. 3459, 3460, 3574-3579). 

60 C. T. Russell, The Time is at Hand, p. 169. 

61 Zion’s Watch Tower, Oetober 1, 1907, pp. 294, 295 (= Reprints, p. 4067). 
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dear friends, our harp would still have all the other strings in tune 
and that is what no other aggregation of God’s people on earth 
could boast. 62 

Another point of uncertainty was whether a year 0 (between 1 
B.C.E. and 1 C.E.) was to be inekided in the calculation or not. 
This matter had been brought up by Russell as early as 1904, but 
gained in importanee as the year 1914 approaehed. 

The 1914 date had been arrived at simply by subtracting 606 
from 2,520, but gradually it was realized that no year 0 is allowed 
for in our present ealendar of era reekoning. Consequently, from 
Oetober 1, 606 B.C.E. to the beginning of January, 1 C.E. was only 
605 years and 3 months, and from the beginning of January, 1 C.E. 
to Oetober 1914 was only 1913 years and 9 months, making a total 
of 2,519 years, not 2,520. This would mean that the 2,520 years 
would end in Oetober 1915, rather than Oetober 1914. 63 But when 
the war broke out in Europe in August 1914, it apparently seemed 
ill-timed to eorreet this error. It was allowed to stand. 

By 1913, with 1914 on the doorstep, the cautiousness regarding 
that year had inereased. In the artiele “Let Your Moderation Be 
Known,” which appeared in the June 1, 1913 issue of The Watch 
Tornr, Russell warned his readers against spending “valuable time 
and energy in guessing what will take plaee this year, next year, 
ete.” His eonlldenee in his earlier published seheme of events was 
no longer evident: “This is the good tidings of God’s graee in 
Christ—whether the eompletion of the church shall be 
aeeomplished before 1914 or not.” 64 He expressed himself still 
more vaguely in the Oetober 15 issue of the same year: 

We are waiting for the time to eome when the government of 
the world will be turned over to Messiah. We eannot say that it may 
not be either Oetober 1914, or Oetober 1915. It is possible that ive 

62 Ibid. 

63 The Watch Tower, Deeember 1, 1912 (= Reprints, pp. 5141, 5142). As the First 
World War broke out in 1914 and that year was retained as the end of the Gentile 
times, the starting point of those times needed to be moved baek one year from 
606 to 607 B.C.E. in order to preserve a total of 2,520 years. Although some of the 
Soeiety’s adherents had pointed this faet out very early (see, for example, the 
footnote on page 32 of John and Morton Edgar’s Great Pyramid Passages, 2nd ed., 
1924) this neeessary adjustment was not made by the Watch Tower Soeiety until 
1943, when it was presented in the book, The Tmth Shall Make You Free, on page 
239. See also the book, The Kingdom is at Hand, 1944, p. 184. For additional 
details, see next ehapter, page 79. 

64 The Watch Tower, June 1, 1913, pp. 166, 16 (= Reprints, p. 5249). 
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might be ont of the eorreet reekoning on the snbjeet a mrnber ofjears. We 
eannot say with eertainty. We do not lmow. It is a matter of faith, 
and not of knowledge. 65 

Earlier, 1914 had been one of “God’s dates,” and “to ehange the 
ehronology even one year would destroy all this harmony.” But 
now they “might be out of the eorreet reekoning on the subject a 
number of years,” and nothing on the matter could be said “with 
eertainty” This was truly a volte-faee! If it was indeed “a matter of 
faith,” one ean only wonder in what or in ivhom that faith was to be 
based. 

Russeil’s own tottering faith in his ehronology was further 
brought to light in The Watch Tornr of January 1, 1914, in which he 
stated: “As already pointed out, we are by no means eonfident that 
this year, 1914, will witness as radieal and swift ehanges of 
dispensation as we have expected, “ 66 The artiele “The Days Are At 
Hand” in the same issue is espeeially revealing: 

If later it should be demonstrated that the church is not 
glorifled by Oetober, 1914, we shall try to feel eontent with 
whatever the Lord’s will may be. ... If 1915 should go by without 
the passage of the church, without the time of trouble, ete., it 
would seem to some to be a great ealamity. It would not be so 
with ourselves. . . . If in the Lord’s providenee the time shonld eome 
tmnty-five jears later, then that would be our wiil. . . . If Oetober, 
1915, should pass, and we should find ourselves still here and 
matters going on very much as they are at present, and the world 
apparently making progress in the way of settling disputes, and 
there were no time of trouble in sight, and the nominal church 
were not yet federated, ete., we would say that evidently we have 
been out somewhere in our reekoning. In that event we would 
look over the propheeies further, to see if we could find an error. 
And then we would think, Have we been expecting the ivrong thing in the 
right timeì The Lord’s will might permit thisA 

Again, in the May 1, 1914 issue—forgetting his earlier 
statements about “ God’s dates” and of “Bible evidenee proving” that 
the predieted developments would occur in 191 4 —Russell told his 
readers that “in these columns and in the six volumes of STLJDIES 
IN THE SCRIPTURES we have set forth everything appertaining 
to the times and seasons in a tentative form; that is to say, not with 
positiveness, not with the elaim that we knew, but merely with the 
suggestion that ‘thus and so’ seems to be the teaehing of the 
Bible.” 68 

65 Ibid., Oetober 15, 1913, p. 307 (= Reprìnts, p. 5328). Emphasis added. 

66 Ibid., January 1, 1914, pp. 3,4 (= Reprìnts, p. 5373). 

67 Ibid., pp. 4,5 (= Reprìnts, p. 5374). Emphasis added. 

68 Ibid., May 1, 1914, pp. 134, 135 (= Reprìnts, p. 5450). Emphasis added. 
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Two months later Russell seemed to be on the point of rejeeting 
his ehronology altogether. Answering a colporteur, who wanted to 
know if the Studies in the Scriptures were to be circulated after 
Oetober, 1914, “sinee you [Russell] have some doubts respeeting 
the full aeeomplishment of all expected by or before Oetober, 
1914,” Russell replied: 

It is our thought that these books will be on sale and read for 
years in the future, provided the Gospel age and its work 
continue. . . . We have not attempted to say that these views are 
infallible, but have stated the proeesses of reasoning and figuring, 
leaving to eaeh reader the duty and privilege of reading, thinking 
and figuring for himself. 

That will be an interesting matter a hnndredyears from noiv; and if he ean 

flgure and reason better, he will still be interested in what we have 
presented. 69 

Thus, by July 1914, Russell now seemed ready to aeeept the 
thought that the 1914 date probably was a failure, and that his 
writings on the matter were going to be merely of historieal interest 
to Bible students a hundred years later! 

Reaetions to the oiitbreak of the war 

With the outbreak of the war in Europe in August 1914, Russell’s 
wavering eonlldenee in the ehronology began to reeover. Although 
the war itself did not exactiy fit into the predieted pattern of 
events—that the “time of trouble” would be a elass stmggle 
between eapital and labor, leading up to a period of worldwide 
anarehy —he saw in the war the prelude to that situation: 

Soeialism is, we believe, the main faetor in the war now raging 
and which will be earth’s greatest and most terrible war—and 
probably the last. 

Later in 1914, he wrote: 

We think that the present distress amongst the nations is merely 
the beginning of this time of trouble. . . . The anarehy that will 
follow this war will be the real time of trouble. Our thought is that 
the war will so weaken the nations that following it there will be an 
attempt to bring in Soeialistie ideas, and that this will be met by the 
governments — [ete., leading up to worldwide elass stmggle and 
anarehy]. 71 


69 Ibid.., July 1, 1914, pp. 206, 207 (= Reprìnts, p. 5496). Emphasis added. 

70 Ibid., August 15, 1914, pp. 243,244 (= Reprìnts, p. 5516). 

71 Ibid., November 1, 1914, pp. 327, 328 (= Reprìnts, p. 5567). 
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Like other millenarian authors, Russell believed that the 
expiration of the Gentile times would mean a restoration of the 
Jewish nation in Palestine. Toward the end of 1914, however, 
Palestine and Jemsalem were still occupied by Gentiles. It seemed 
obvious that the restoration would not begin to occur in 1914 as 
had been predieted. In the November 1 issue of The Watch Tomr, 
therefore, Russell tried to reinterpret the end of the Gentile times 
to mean the end of the perseeiition of the Jews: 

The treading down of the Jews has stopped. All over the world 
the Jews are now free—even in Russia. On September 5, the Czar 
of Russia issued a proelamation to all the Jews of the Russian 
Empire; and this was before the times of the Gentiles had expired. 

It stated that the Jews might have aeeess to the highest rank in the 
Russian army, and that the Jewish religion was to have the same 
freedom as any other religion in Russia. Where are the Jews being 
trodden down now? Where are they being subjected to seorn? At 
present they are reeeiving no persecution whatever. We believe 
that the treading down of Jemsalem has eeased, because the time 
for the Gentiles to tread down Israel has ended. 72 

However, the relief for the Jews in Russia and elsewhere 
referred to by Russell turned out to be only temporary. He could 
not, of course, foresee the eoming fieree persecutions of the Jews 
in Germany, Poland, and other countries during the Seeond World 
War. 

From the outbreak of the First World War and up to his death 
on Oetober, 1916, Russell’s restored eonfidenee in his ehronology 
remained unshaken, as demonstrated by the following extracts 
from various issues of The Watch Tomr during the period: 

Jarnary 1, 1915: “ . . . the war is the one predieted in the 
Scriptures as assoeiated with the great day of Almighty God—‘the 
day of vengeanee of our God.’” 73 

September 15, 1915: “Traeing the Scriptural ehronology down to 
our day, we find that we are now living in the very dawn of the 
great seventh day of man’s great week. This is abundantly 
eorroborated by the events now taking plaee about us on every 
hand” 74 

72 Ibid., pp. 329, 330 (= Reprints, p. 5568). 

73 Ibid., January 1, 1915, pp. 3, 4 (= Reprints, p. 5601). 

74 Ibid., September 15, 1915, pp. 281, 282 (= Reprints, p. 5769). 


56 



The History of an Interpretation 57 


Febmary 15, 1916: 'ln STUDIES IN THE SCRIPTURES, Vol. 

IV, we have elearly pointed out the things now transpiring, and the 
worse eonditions yet to eome.”' 5 

April 15, 1916: 'We believe that the dates have proven to be 
quite right. We believe that Gentile Times have ended, and that 
God is now allowing the Gentile Governments to destroy 
themselves, in order to prepare the way for Messiah’s kingdom.” 76 

September 1, 1916: 'It still seems elear to us that the prophetie 
period known to us as the Times of the Gentiles ended 
ehronologieally in Oetober, 1914. The faet that the great day of 
wrath upon the nation began there marks a good fulfilment of our 
expectations.” 7 ' 

In November 1918, however, the First World War suddenly 
ended—without being followed by a worldwide Soeialist 
revolution and anarehy, as had been predieted. The last member of 
the “divinely reeognized Church of Christ” had not been glorified, 
the eity of Jemsalem was still being eontrolled by the Gentiles, the 
kingdom of God had not erashed “the Gentile image,” and the 
“new heavens and the new earth” could not be seen anywhere by 
trouble-tossed humanity. Not a single one of the seven predietions 
enumerated in the book The Time is at Hand had eome true. 78 
Pastor Russeil’s “Bible Students” were confused, to say the least. 

Yet—though not among the predietions— something had 
happened: The World War. Could it be that the time was right, 
after all, even though the predietions had failed? The explanation 
resorted to by the Adventists after 1844 and by Barbour and his 
assoeiates after 1874—that they had expected “the wrong thing at 
the right time”—now seemed even more appropriate. 79 But how 
could the time be right, when all predietions based on it had failed? 
For years many of Russeil’s followers experienced deep perplexity 
because of the non-arrival of the predieted events. After the lapse 
of some years,/. F. R/ttherford, Russeil’s successor as president of 

75 Ibid.., Febmary 15, 1916, pp. 51, 52 (= Reprints, p. 5852). 

76 Ibid., April 15, 1916 (= Reprints, p. 5888). 

77 Ibid., September 1, 1916, pp. 263, 264 (= Reprints, p. 5950). 

78 See above, pages 50, 51. For a long time after 1914 it was held that the “time of 
trouble” (Matt. 24:21, 22) really began in that year, but this view was finally 
abandoned by the Watch Tower Soeiety in 1969. (See The Watchtower, January 15, 
1970, pp. 49-56.) 

79 A. H. Maemillan, Faith on the Mareh (New York: Prentiee Hall, ine., 1957), p.48. 
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the Watch Tower Soeiety, began to explain, step by step, what 
“really” had been fiilfilled from 1914 onward. 

In the address “The Kingdom of Heaven is at Hand” at the 
September 5-13, 1922, Cedar Point Convention, Rutherford told 
his audience that the Kingdom of God really had been established in 
1914, not on earth but in the invisible heavens9 {] And three years later, 
in 1925, he applied Revelation 12 to this event, stating that God’s 
Kingdom was bom in heaven in 1914 aeeording to this propheey. 81 

Previously the Watch Toiver’s predietions had all been of an 
obvious, elearly visible, takeover of earth’s mlership by Christ. 
Now this was presented as something invisible, evident only to a 
seleet group. 

Also at the Cedar Point Convention in 1922, Rutherford for the 
first time presented the view that “in 1918, or thereabouts, the 
Lord eame to his (spiritual) temple.” 82 Earlier, Russell and his 
assoeiates had held the view that the heavenly resurrection took 
plaee in 1878. But in 1927 Rutherford transferred that event to 
1918. 83 Likewise in the early 1930’s, Rutherford ehanged the date 
for the beginning of Christ’s invisiblepresenee from 1874 to 1914. 84 

Thus Rutherford gradually replaeed the unfulfilled predietions 
with a series of invisible and spiritnal events assoeiated with the years 
1914 and 1918. Ninety years after 1914 Rutherford’s 
“explanations” are still held by Jehovah’s Witnesses. 


80 New Heavens and a New Earth (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watchtower Bible and Traet 
Soeiety, 1953), p. 225. Until 1922, that is, for over forty years, the Bible Students 
had believed and taught that the kingdom of God had begun to be established in 
heaven in 1878. This event was now transferred to 1914. — See The Time is at 
Hand (= Vol. II of Millennial Dawn), 1889, p. 101. 

81 See the artiele ‘Birth of a Nation” in The Watch Towero{ Mareh 1, 1925. 

82 The Watch Tower, Oetober 1, 1922, p. 298; November 1, 1922, p. 334. 

83 From Paradise Lost to Paradise Regained (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watchtower Bible and 
Traet Soeiety, 1958), p. 192. 

84 As of 1929 the Watch Tower Soeiety still taught that “the seeond presenee of the 
Lord Jesus Christ began in 1874 AD.” (Propheey, Brooklyn, N.Y.: International 
Bible Students Assoeiation, 1929, p.65.) The exact date for the transferenee of the 
seeond eoming from 1874 to 1914 is difficult to pinpoint. For some time confusing 
statements may be found in the publications. Perhaps the first indieation of a 
ehange is the statement in The Golden Age of April 30, 1930, page 503, that 
“Jesus has been present sinee the year 1914.” However, The Watch Tower of 
Oetober 15, 1930, somewhat vaguely states on page 308 that “the seeond advent 
of the Lord Jesus Christ dates from about 1875.” Then, in 1931, the booklet, The 
Kingdom, the Hope of the World, again indieates that the seeond eoming occurred 
in 1914. And in 1932 the booklet What is Truth elearly states on page 48: “The 
propheey of the Bible, fully supported by the physieal faets in fulfilment thereof, 
shows that the seeond eoming of Ohrist dates from thefall of the year 1914.” 
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Siimmary 

The interpretation of the “Gentile times” as having been of 2,520 
years, beginning in 607 B.C.E. (earlier, 606 B.C.E.) and ending in 
1914 C.E., was not some divine revelation made to Pastor Charles 
Taze Russell in the autumn of 1876. On the eontrary, this idea has 
a long history of development, with its roots far baek in the past. 

It had its origin in the “year-day prineiple,” first posited by 
Rabbi Akibah ben Joseph in the first century C.E. From the ninth 
century onward this prineiple was applied to the time periods of 
Daniel by several Jewish rabbis. 

Among ehristians, joaehim of Floris in the twelfth century 
probably was the first to piek up the idea, applying it to the 1,260 
days of Revelation and the three and one-half times of Daniel. 
After joaehim’s death, his followers soon identified the 1,260 year 
period with the Gentile times of Luke 21:24, and this interpretation 
was then eommon among groups, including the Reformers, 
branded as hereties by the church of Rome during the following 
centuries. 

As time passed, and expectations failed when earlier 
explanations proved to be wrong, the starting-point of the 1,260 
(or, 1290) years was progressively moved forward, in order to make 
them end in a then near future. 

The first to arrive at a period of 2,520 years was apparently John 
Aquila Brown in 1823. Although his ealerdation was founded upon 
the “seven times” of Daniel 4, he did not equate those periods with 
the “Gentile times” of Luke 21:24. But this was very soon done by 
other expositors. Fixing the starting-point at 604 B.C.E., Brown 
reaehed the year 1917 as the seven times’ termination date. By 
using different starting-points, other biblieal eommentators in the 
following deeades arrived at a number of different terminal dates. 
Some writers, who experimented with biblieal “Jubilee eyeles,” 
arrived at a period of 2,450 (or, 2,452) years (49x49+49), which 
they held to be the period of the Gentile times. 

The aeeompanying table presents a seleetion of applieations of the 
2,520 (and 2,450) years made by different authors during the last 
century. The calculations were in faet so numerous, that it would 
probably be difficult to find a single year between the 1830’s and 
1930’s that does not figure in some ealeiilation as the terminal date 
of the Gentile times! That a number of expositors pointed to 1914 
or other years near to that date, such as 1915, 1916, 1917, 1918, 
1919, 1922 and 1923, is, therefore, not a cause for astonishment. 
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TABLE 2: APPLICATIONS OF THE 2,520 (OR 2,450) YEAR 


Expositor 

Date 

Piiblieation 

Applieation 

BCE-CE 

Comments 

John Aquila Brown 

1823 

The Even-Tide .. . 

604-1917 

= “Seven times” of Daniel 4 

WilKam Cuninghame 

1827 

Dialogues on Propheey, Vol.l 

728-1792 

Report of the prophetie eonferenees 

Henry Dmmmond 

1827 

JJ JJ JJ 

722-1798 

at Albury Park 

S. Faber 

1828 

The Saered Calendar of Propheey 

657-1864 


Alfred Addis 

1829 

Heaven Opened 

680-1840 


William Digby 

1831 

A Treatise on the 1260 Days 

723-1793 


W. A, Holmes 

1833 

The Time of the End 

685-1835 


Matthew Habershon 

1834 

A Dissertation . . . 

677-1843 


John Fry 

1835 

Unfulfilled Propheeies . . . 

677-1843 


William W. Pym 

1835 

A Word of Waming . . . 

673-1847 


William Miller 

1842 

The First Report. . . 

677-1843 


Th. R. Birks 

1843 

First Elements of Saered Propheey 

606-1843 

Gentile times = 2,450 years 

Edward B. Elliott 

1844 

Horae Apoealyptieae, Vol. 111 

727-1793 


JJ JJ JJ 

1844 

JJ JJ JJ 

606-1914 

A seeond alternative 

Matthew Habershon 

1844 

An Historieal Exposition 

676-1844 


JJ JJ JJ 

1844 

JJ JJ JJ 

601-1919 

A seeond alternative 

William Cuninghame 

1847 

The Fulfìlling . . . 

606-1847 

Gentile times = 2,452 years 

James Halley Frere 

1848 

The Great Continental Revolution 

603-1847 

Gentile times = 2,450 years 

Robert Seeley 

1849 

An Atlas of Propheey 

606-1914 

Counted from “606 or 607” 

JJ JJ JJ 

1849 

JJ JJ JJ 

570-1950 

A seeond alternative 

JJ JJ JJ 

1849 

JJ JJ JJ 

728-1792 

A third alternative 

Edward Biekersteth 

1850 

A Seripmre Help 

727-1793 

Another of his calculations 

JJ JJ JJ 

1850 

jj jj jj 

602-1918 

was 677-1843 
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1856 

1859 

1865 

1865 

1865 

1870 

1870 

1870 

1870 

1870 

1871 

1871 

1874 

1875 

1876 

1877 

1880 

1880 

1886 

1886 

1886 

1886 

1916 

1916 

1916 
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The Watch Tower 

727-1793 

A pamphlet 

Our Bible Chronology 

652-1868 


The Rainbow, Mareh 1, 

652-1867 

A London periodieal edited 

” ” Aprill, 

658/47-1862/73 

by William Leask 

” November 1 

654-1866 


The Prophetie Times, Deeember, 

715-1805 

A periodieal edited by Joseph A. 

JJ JJ JJ JJ 

698-822 

Seiss et al. These are some 

JJ JJ JJ JJ 

643-1877 

examples; the writer gives twelve 

JJ JJ JJ JJ 

606-1914 

different altematives! 

JJ JJ JJ JJ 

598-1922 


The Times of the Gentiles 

623-1896 


The Quarterley Journal of 


A London periodieal edited by Horatius 

Propheey, April, 

652/49-1868/71 

Bonar 

Our Hope, June, 

626-1894 

A London periodieal edited by Wm. Maude 

Herald of the Morning, Sept & Oet., 

606-1914 

Periodieal published by Nelson H. Barbour 

The Bible Examiner, Oetober, 

606-1914 

Edited by George Storrs 

The Rainbow, August, 

651/50-1869/70 


Forty Coming Wonders, 5th ed. 

695-1825 


JJ JJ JJ JJ 

620-1900 

A seeond alternative 

Light for the Last Days 

606-1915 

These are only some of his many, diverse 

JJ JJ JJ JJ 

604-1917 

analyses 

JJ JJ JJ JJ 

598-1923 


JJ JJ JJ JJ 

587-1934 


The Weekly Evangel, May 13 

606-1915 

This artiele sums up his viewpoints as 

JJ JJ JJ JJ 

595-1926 

published many years earlier 

JJ JJ JJ JJ 

587-1934 
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The 1914 date would most probably have drowned in the sea of 
other failed dates and been forgotten by now had it not happened 
to be the year of the outbreak of the First World War. 

When, baek in 1844, E. B. Elliott suggested 1914 as a possible 
terminal date for the Gentile times, he reekoned the 2,520 years 
from Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession-jear, which he dated to 606 B.C.E. 
N. H. Barbour, however, reekoned the 2,520 years from the 
desolation of Jemsalem in Nebuchadnezzar’s 18th regnal year. But 
as he dated this event to 606 B.C.E., he, too, in 1875, arrived at 
1914 as the terminal date. Sinee their ehronologies not only 
eonflieted with eaeh other, but also eonflieted with the historieally 
established ehronology for Nebuchadnezzar’s reign, their arriving 
at the same terminal year was simply a eoineidenee, demonstrating 
how arbitrary and gratuitous their calculations really were. 

Barbour’s calculation was aeeepted by C. T. Russell at their 
meeting in 1876. Barbour was then fifty-two years old while Russell 
was twenty-four— still very young. Although their ways parted 
again in the spring of 1879, Russell stuck to Barbour’s time 
calculations, and sinee that time the 1914 date has been the pivotal 
point in prophetie explanations among Russell’s followers. 

Siipplement to the third and later editions, ehapter 1: 

The information presented in this ehapter has been available to 
the Jehovah’s Witnesses sinee 1983, when the first edition of this 
book was published. In addition, the same information was 
summarized by Raymond Franz in ehapter 7 of his widely known 
work, Crisis of Conscience, published in the same year. Thus—after 10 
years—in 1993 the Watch Tower Soeiety finally felt eompelled to 
admit that neither the 2,520-year calculation nor the 1914 date 
originated with Charles Taze Russell as it had held until then. 
Further, the Soeiety now also admits that the predietions Russell 
and his assoeiates attaehed to 1914 failed. 

These admissions are found on pages 134-137 of Jehovah’s 
Witnesses—Vroelaimers of God’s Kingdom, a book on the history of the 
movement published by the Watch Tower Soeiety in 1993. Prior to 
1993 the impression given had been that Russell was the first to 
publish the 2,520-year calculation pointing to 1914, doing this for 
the first time in the Oetober, 1876 issue of George Storrs’ 
magazine the Bible Examiner. Also, that deeades in advanee Russell 
and his followers foretold the outbreak of World War I in 1914 and 
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other events assoeiated with the war. Thus the earlier organizational 
history book Jehovah’s Witnesses in the Divine Pnrpose quoted some 
very general statements made in the book The Plan of the Ages 
(published in 1886) about the “time of trouble” (originally believed 
to extend from 1874 to 1914) and elaimed: 

Although this was still deeades before the first world war, it is 
surprising hoiv aeenratelj the events that fmally took plaee were aetnallj 
foreseen. (Emphasis added.) 85 

Similarly, The Watehtorver of August 1, 1971, made the following 
pretentious statements on page 468: 

From the Bible ehronology, Jehovah’s witnesses as far baek as 
1877 pointed to the year 1914 as one of great signifieanee. . . . 

The momentous year of 1914 eame, and with it World War I, 
the most widespread upheaval in history up to that time. It 
brought unprecedented slaughter, famine, pestilenee and 
overthrow of governments. Tbe ivorld did not expect sneh horrihle events 
as took plaee. Bnt Jehovah’s ivitnesses did expect sneh things, and others 
aeknoivledgedthat thej did... . 

Hoiv eonld Jehovah ’s ivitnesses have knonm so far in advanee ivhat ivorld 
leaders themselves did not knoiv? Onlj bj God’s holj spirit making sneh 
prophetie tmths knmvn to thern. True, some today elaim that those 
events were not hard to prediet, sinee mankind has long known 
various troubles. But if those events were not hard to prediet, then 
ivhj ivere not all the polìtìeìans, religiom leaders and eeonomie experts doing 
so? Whj were thej tellìng thepeople the opposite? (Emphasis added.) 

Unfortunately for the Watch Tower Soeiety, none of these 
elaims are in aeeordanee with the faets of history. Whether 
deliberate or the result of ignoranee, eaeh represents a serious 
distortion of reality. 

Firstly, although there were a number of predietions in the 
Watch Tower publications as to what would take plaee in 1914, 
none of them eatne elose to a predietion of the otithreak of a ivorld ivar in that 
jear. 

Seeondly, politieal and religious leaders, eontrary to the 
statements in The Watchtower quoted above, long before 1914 expected 
that a great war sooner or later would break out in Europe. As early 
as 1871 Otto von Bismarek, the first Lord High Chancellor of the 
German Empire, deelared that the “Great War” would eome one 
day. For deeades before 1914, the daily papers and weeklies were 
eonstantly occupied with the theme. To eite just one example 
among many, the January 1892 issue of the highly respeeted 
English weekly Blaek and White explained in an editorial 
introduction to a fietional serial on the eoming war: 


85 Jehovah’s Witnesses in the Divine Purpose (Brooklyn, New York: Watchtower 
Bible & Traet Soeiety, 1959), p. 31. 
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The air is full of rumours of War. The European nations stand 
fully armed and prepared for instant mobilrzation. Authorities are 
agreed that a GRJEL4T I VAR mnst break out in the immediate future, and 
that this War will be fought under novel and surprising eonditions. 

All faets seem to indieate that the eoming eonfliet will be the 
bloodiest in history, and must involve the momentous 
consequences to the whole world. At any time the ineident may 
occur which will preeipitate the disaster. 86 

I. F. Clarke, in his book Voiees Prophesjing War 1763—1984, 
explains to what an extent the First World War “was being 
prepared in faet and in fietion”: 

From 1871 onwards the major European powers prepared for 
the great war that Bismarek had said would eome one day. And for 
elose on half a century, while the general staffs and the ministries 
argued about weapons, estimates, and taeties, the tale of the war-to- 
eome was a dominant deviee in the field of purposive fietion.... The 
period from the eighteen-eighties to the long-expected outbreak of 
the next war in 1914 saw the emergenee of the greatest number of 
these tales of eoming eonfliets ever to appear in European fietion. 8 

The people of that time, therefore, could not avoid being 
eonfronted with the eonstant predietions of a eoming great war in 
Europe. The question was not ifbnt ivhen the Great War would 
break out. Here there was room for speeiilations, and many of the 
imaginative tales and novels suggested different dates. Speeifie 
dates were sometimes even pointed out in the very titles of the 
books, for example, Enropa in Tlammen. Der detitsehe Zukunftskrieg 
1909 (”Europe in Flames. The Coming German War of 1909”), by 
Miehael Wagebald, published in 1908, and The Invasion of 1910, by 
W. LeQueux, published in 1906. 

Politieians and statesmen, too, sometimes tried to pinpoint the 
speeifie year for the outbreak of the expected great war. One of the 
more lucky was M. Franeis Delaisi, a member of the Freneh 
Chamber of Deputies. In his artiele “La Gtierre qui Vient” (”The 
Coming War”), published in the parish periodieal Ta Gtierre Soeiale 
in 1911, he discusses at great length the diplomatie situation, 
concluding that “a terrible war between England and Germany is 
preparing.” As shown by the following extracts from his artiele, 
some of his politieal foreeasts turned out to be remarkably 
accurate: 

A eonfliet is preparing itself eompared with which the horrible 
slaughter of the Russo-Japanese war [in 1904—05] will be ehild’s 
play. In 1914 the [naval] forees of England and Germany will be 
almost equal. A Pmssian army eorps will advanee with foreed 
marehes to occupy Antwerp. We, the Freneh, will have to do the 
fighting on the Belgian plains. 

86 Quoted by I. F. Clarke in Voiees Prophesying War 1763-1984 (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1966), pp. 66, 67. 

87 Ibid., p. 59. 
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All newspapers will print in headlines as large as your hand 
these prophetie words: THE BELGILJM NELJTRALITY HAS 
BEEN VIOLATED. THE PRUSSIAN ARMY IS MARCHING 
UPON LILLE. 88 

In the religious area, it was espeeially the “millennarians” that 
were then presenting predietions of the approaehing end of the 
world. This movement included millions of Christians from 
different quarters, Baptists, Penteeostals, and so on. Pastor Russell 
and his followers, the “Bible Students,” were just a small braneh of 
this broad movement. Common to them all was their pessimistie 
view of the future. In his book Armageddon Now! Dwight Wilson 
deseribes their reaetion to the outbreak of the Great War in 1914: 

The war itself eame as no shoek to these opponents of 
postmillennial optimism; they had not only looked toward the 
culmination of the age in Armageddon, but antieipated Vars and 
rnmors of wars’ as signs of the approaehing end. 89 

Wilson then goes on to quote one of them, R. A. Torrey, dean 
of the Bible Institute of Los Angeles, who, in 1913, one year before 
the outbreak of the war, wrote in his book, The Ketum of the Lord 
Jesus: 'We talk of disarmament, but we all know it is not eoming. 
All our present peaee plans will end in the most awful wars and 
eonfliets this old world ever saw!” 90 

As Theodore Graebner tells in his book War in the Light of 
Propheej, the war of 1914 had seareely begun before a great host of 
writers from different religious quarters arose, elaiming that the war 
had been foretold: 

Soon the annoimeement was made by several investigators: IT 
HAS BEEN FORETOLD. Immediately thousands of Bible 
Christians beeame interested. Immediately, too, others set to work 
on Gog and Magog, Armageddon, the Seventy Weeks, 666, 1,260, 
ete., and soon religious periodieals, in this country and abroad, 
eontained the message, announced with greater or less assurance, 

IT HAS BEEN FORETOLD. Pamphlets and traets appeared 
promiilgating the same message, and soon a number of books 
were on the market, running to 350 pages eaeh, which not only 
eontained most circumstantial ‘proof for this assertion, but 
announced likewise the exact time when the war would eome to a 
elose, who would be the vietor, and the signifieanee of the war for 
the ehristian Church, now (it was said) about to enter into her 
millennial period. 91 


88 Quoted by Theodore Graebner in his book, War in the Light of Propheey. “Was it 
Foretold?” A Reply to Modern ehiliasm (St. Louis, Mo.: Concordia Publishing House, 
1941), pp. 14, 15. 

89 Dwight Wilson, Armageddon Now! (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1977), pp. 
36, 37. 

90 Ibid.. p. 37. 

91 Graebner, op. eit., p. 8, 9. 
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Graebner, who felt ineited to examine a great number of these 
eontentions, after a very thorough investigation concludes that: 

. . . the entire mass of millennial literature that flourished during 
the First World War—and a tremendous mass it was—was proved 
definitely, eompletely, absolutely, false bj the events. In not a single 
point did the First World War develop as was to be expected after 
reading the ehiliastie [millennialist] interpreters. Not a single [one] 
of them predieted the outcome of the war. Not a single [one] of 
them foretold the entranee of the LJnited States. Not a single [one] 
of them foretold World War II. 92 

Pastor Russell’s speailations about the eoming great war in 
Europe did not differ appreeiably from those of the eontemporary 
novel-writers and millenarian expositors. In the Zion’s Watch Tomr 
of Febmary, 1885, he wrote: “Storm clouds are gathering thiek 
over the old world. It looks as though a great European war is one 
of the possibilities of the near future.” 93 

Commenting on the prevailing world situation two years later he 
concluded, in the issue of Febmary, 1887: “This all looks as though 
next Summer [ 1888] would see a war on foot which might engage 
every nation of Europe.” 94 In the issue of January 15, 1892, he had 
postponed the war to “about 1905,” at the same time stressing that 
this generally expected Great War had nothing to do mth 1914 and the 
expectations attaehed to that date. In 1914 he expected—not a general 
European war—but the climax of the “battle of Armageddon” 
(which he thought had begun in 1874), when all the nations on 
earth would be emshed and be replaeed by the kingdom of God. 
He wrote: 

The daily papers and the weeklies and the monthlies, religious 
and secular, are continually discussing the prospeets of war in 
Europe. They note the grievanees and ambitions of the various 
nations and prediet that war is inevitable at no distant day, that it 
may begin at any moment between some of the great powers, and 
that the prospeets are that it will eventually involve them all. . . . 

But, notwithstanding these predietions and the good reasons 
which many see for making them, we do not share them. That is, 
we do not think that the prospeets of a general European war are 
so marked as is eommonly supposed. . . . Even should a war or 
revolution break out in Europe sooner than 1905, we do not 
eonsider it any portion of the severe trouble predieted. . . . [The] 
ever-darkening war cloud will burst in all its destructive fury. This 
eiilmination we do not expect, however, before about 1905, as the 
events predieted will require about that time, notwithstanding the 
rapid progress in these direetions now possible. 95 


92 Ibid., pp. 9, 10. 

93 Reprìnts, p. 720. 

94 Reprìnts, p. 899. 

95 Reprìnts, pp. 1354-1356. 
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The generally expected Great War finally eame in 1914. But 
probably none, and in any ease not Charles Taze Russell and his 
followers, had predieted that it would eome that year. The very 
different events that he and his assoeiated “Bible Students” had 
attaehed to that date did not occur. Like the predietions of the 
many other eontemporary millennarian writers, their predietions, 
too, were proved “definitely, eompletely, absolutely, false byy the 
events. ” 

To elaim afterwards, as the Watch Tower Soeiety repeatedly did 
up to 1993, that they and they alone “accurately,” “by God’s holy 
spirit,” had predieted the outbreak of the war in 1914 and other 
events, and that “all the politieians, religious leaders, and eeonomie 
experts” had been “telling the people the opposite,” is 
demonstrably an outright lie. 

As explained earlier, some of those pretentious elaims were 
finally, in 1993, withdrawn in the new book Jehovah’s Witnesses — 
Vroelaimers of God’s Kingdom. The book was introduced at the distriet 
assemblies of Jehovah’s Witnesses that year as a “eandid look” at 
the history of the movement. The admissions, however, usually are 
contextually surrounded by a minimum of background information 
which, moreover, is so apologetieally slanted and warped that it 
often eoneeals more than it reveals. 

True, the Soeiety finally admits that Russell took over his 
ealeiilation of the Gentile times from Nelson H. Barbour, who had 
published it one year before Russell “in the August, September, 
and Oetober 1875 issues of the Herald of the Moming. ” 96 In the 
preeeding paragraph the book even seeks to enlist the 19th-century 
expositors of the 2,520-year calculation as supporting the 1914 
date. This impression is fiirther enhaneed by the bold-typed 
statement to the left of the paragraph: “They could see that 1914 
was elearly marked by Bible propheey.” The presentation of the 
history, however, is narrowly limited to a few carefully seleeted 
expositors, the calculations of whom are partially obscured, 
adjusted and arranged so as to ereate the impression that the 2,520- 
year calculation uniquely pointed fonrard to 1914. None of the many other 
terminal dates arrived at byy expositors before K/sssell are mentioned. Thus, 
although John A. Brown is stated to have arrived at the 2,520 years 
“as early as 1823,” his particular applieation of the period is 
eompletely veded and distorted in the subsequent sentenees: 

96 Jehováh’s Witnesses—Proelaimers of God’s Kingdom (Brooklyn, New York: Watch- 
tower Bible & Traet Soeiety, 1993), p. 134. 
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134 J EHOVAH'S WITNESSES -PROCLAI MERS OF GODS KINGDOM 

subtitle "Herald of Christ’s Presenee," which appeared on the eover of 
Zìon’s Watch Tower. 

Reeognition of Christ’s presenee as being invisible beeame an 
important foundation on which an understanding of many Bible 
propheeies would be built. Those early Bible Students realized that the 
presenee of the Lord should be of primary eoneern to all true 
ehristians. (Mark 13:33-37) They were keenly interested in the 
Master’s retum and were alert to the faet that they had a responsibility 
to publicize it. but they did not yet elearly diseem all the details. Yet, 
what God’s spirit did enable them to understand at a very early time 
was tmly remarkable. One of these truths involved a highly signifieant 
date marked by Bible propheey. 

End of the Gentile Times 

The matter of Bible ehronology had long been of great interest to 
Bible students. Commentators had set out a variety of views on Jesus’ 
propheey about "the times of the Gentiles" and the prophet Daniel’s 
reeord of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream regarding the tree stmnp that was 
banded for "seven times."—Luke 21:24, KJ. Dan. 4:10-17. 

They couìd see As early as 1823, John A. Brown, whose work was published in Lon- 

that 1914 was don, England, calculated the seven times" ofDaniel ehapter 4 to be 2,520 

eìearly marked by years in ìength. Bnt he did not elearly diseem the date with which the 
Bible propheey prophetie time period began or when it would end. He did, however, 
eonneet these "seven times" with tlie Gentile Times ofLuke 21:24. In 
1844, E. B. Elliott. a British elergyman, drew attention to 1914 as a 
possible elate for the end of the "seven times" of Daniel, but he also 
set out an altemate view that pointed to the time of the Freneh 
Revolution. Robett Seeley, of London, in 1849, handled the matter in 
a similar manner. At least by 1870, a publication edited by Joseph 
Seiss and assoeiates and printed in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, was 
setting out calculations that pointed to 1914 as a signìfieant date, 
even though the reasoning it eontained was based on ehronology that 
C. T. Russell later rejeeted. 

Then, in the August, September, and Oetober 1875 issues of 
Herald of the Morning, N. H. Barbour helped to harmonize details 
that had been pointed out by others. Using ehronology eompiled by 
Christopher Bowen, a elergyman in England, and published by E. B. 
Elliott. Barbour identified the start of the Gentile Times witlì King 
Zeelekìah’s removal from kingship as foretoìd at Ezekìel 21:25, 26, 
and he pointed to 1914 as marking the enel ofthe Gentile Times. 

Early in 1876, C. T. Russell reeeived a eopy of Herald of the 
Moming. He promptly wrote to Barbour and then spent time with him 
in Philadelphia during the summer. discussing, among other things, 
prophetie time periods. Shortly thereafter, in an artiele entitled 
"Gentile Times: When Do 

Page 134 of Jehovah’s Witnesses-—Pmelaimers of God’s Kingdom (1993), the 
Watch Tower Soeiety’s new book on the history of the movement. 
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But he did not elearly diseern the date with which the 
prophetie time period began or when it would end. He did, 
however, eonneet these ‘seven times’ ivith the Gentile Times of Tuke 
21:24. 91 

Quite to the eontrary, as shown in the ehapter above, Brown 
expressly stated as his firm eonvietion that the 2,520-year period 
began in 604 B.C.E. and would end in 1917. Further, despite the 
Soeiety’s italieized statement, Brown did not eonneet the 2,520 years 
with the Gentile times of Luke 21:24, because, as pointed out in 
the ehapter above, he held the Gentile times referred to in this text 
to be 1,260 (lunar) years, not “seven times” of 2,520 years. (See 
footnote 20 above.) Both statements about Brown’s calculation, 
then, are demonstrably false. 

In addition to John A. Brown, the Soeiety in the same paragraph 
refers to Edward B. Elliott and Robert Seeley, both of whom 
mentioned 1914 as one of the possible dates for the end of the 
“seven times.” Both of them, however, actually preferred 1793 (later 
ehanged to 1791 by Elliott) as the terminal date. 98 

Finally, an unnamed publication edited by Joseph Seiss and 
others is stated to have set out calculations that pointed to 1914 as 
a signifieant date, “even though the reasoning it eontained was 
based on ehronology that C. T. Russell later rejeeted.” 99 

The faet is, however, that this holds true of all four expositors 
mentioned by the Soeiety. All of them used a ehronology that dated the 
desolation of jemsalem to 588 or 587 B.C.E. (not 606 B.C.E. as in 
Russell’s writings). Brown arrived at 1917 as the terminal date only 
because he reekoned the 2,520 years from the first year of 
Nebuchadnezzar (604 B.C.E.) instead of his 18th year, as did 
Barbour and Russell. And the other three arrived at 1914 by 
counting from Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession-year, which they dated 


97 Ibid.., p. 134. 

98 The Watch Tower Soeiety gives no speeifie referenees. E. B. Elliott first published 
his calculations in Horae Apoealyptieae, lst ed. (London: Seeley, Burnside, and 
Seeley, 1844), vol. III, pp. 1429-1431. Robert Seeley published his calculations in 
An Atlas of Propheey: Being the Propheeies of Daniel & St. John (London: Seeley’s, 
1849), p. 9. See also footnote 30 of ehapter I. 

99 The unnamed publication is the The Prophetie Times magazine. The calculation was 
presented in the artiele “Prophetie Times. An Inquiry into the Dates and Periods of 
Saered Propheey,” written by an anonymous contributor and published in the 
issue of Deeember, 1870, pp. 177-184. The author, on pages 178 and 179, 
presents 12 different starting-points for the times of the Gentiles, extending from 728 
to 598 B.C.E., thus arriving at 12 different terminal dates extending from 1792 to 
1922 C.E.! The year 1914 is the next to the last of these terminal dates. The 
calculation pointing to 1914 is counted from the aeeession-year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, which the author, like Elliott and Seeley, dates to 606 B.C.E. 
Thus he, too, followed a ehronology that dates the destmetion of Jemsalem to 588 
or 587 B.C.E., not 606 B.C.E. as in Russell’s writings or 607 B.C.E. as in later 
Watch Tower publications. 
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to 606 B.C.E. (instead of 605 B.C.E., the date established by 
modern historians). 100 

Although all of them based their ealeiilations on ehronologies 
that were rejeeted by Russell and his followers, the Soeiety elaims 
that these expositors “could see that 1914 was elearly marked by 
Bible propheey.” How they “could see” this “elearly” by using 
ehronologies that the Soeiety still holds to be false is eertainly 
puzzling. Of course, for a reader to diseover such ineonsistent 
reasonings, he or she has to eheek the works of these expositors. 
The problem is that the Soeiety’s authors eommonly avoid giving 
speeifie referenees. This praetiee makes it virtually impossible for 
the great majority of readers to diseover the subtie methods used to 
support indefensible interpretations and eover over embarrassing 
evidenee. 

As just mentioned, the Soeiety, eontrary to earlier elaims, 
eoneedes in the new book that the predietions attaehed to 1914 
failed. As was shown in the ehapter above, the very speeifie and 
distinet predietions about 1914 were summarized in seven points 
on pages 76-78 of Vol. II of Millennial Danm, originally published in 
1889. These predietions were there put forward in no uncertain 
terms. The discussion is teeming with words and phrases such as 
“faets,” “proof,” “Bible evidenee,” and “established truth.” That 
1914 would see “the disintegration of the rule of imperfeet men,” 
for instanee, is stated to be “a faet firmly established by the 
Scriptures. 101 

What does the Soeiety’s new history book do with the 
pretentious elaims and the very positive language that originally 
encapsulated these predietions? They are totally smoothed over or 
eoneealed. Referring to the above-mentioned discussion of the 
Gentiles times in Vol. II of Millennial Danm—but without quoting 
any of the actualstatements made—the Soeiety asks: “But what 

100 As shown in the ehapter above, Barbour and Russell, too, started the Gentile 

times in 606 B.C.E., although this was held to be the date for the desolation of 
Jemsalem in the eighteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar. The 606 B.C.E. date is 
nowhere mentioned in the Soeiety’s new book, probably because the Soeiety 
today uses 607 B.C.E. as the starting-point. Reminding the readers of the earlier 
date, therefore, might only seem confusing at least to those who have never 
heard of it. How the Soeiety in 1944 (in the book The Kingdom is at Hand, p. 175) 
managed to ehange the starting-point from 606 to 607) B.C.E. and still retain 
1914 as the terminal date has a strange history of its own, a history that has 
been recounted in the booklet The Watchtower Soeiety and Absoliite Ohronology 
(Lethbridge, Alberta, Canada, 1981), authored by “Karl Burganger” (a pen name I 
used at that time). See also next ehapter, pp. 77-84. 

101 The Time is at Hand (=Vol .II of Millennial Dawn, later ealled Studies in the 
Seriptiires) Pittsburgh: Watch Tower Bible & Traet Soeiety, 1889, pp. 76-102. 
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would the end of the Gentile Times mean?” The surprising answer 
given is that the Bible Students “were not eompletely sure what 
would happen”! 

Although some of the predietions are briefly mentioned, the 
Soeiety carefully avoids terming them “predietions” or 
“propheeies.” Russell and his assoeiates never “predieted” or 
“foretold” anything, never elaimed to present “proof’ or 
“established truth.” They just “thought,” “suggested,” “expected,” 
and “earnestly hoped” that this or that “might’’ happen, but they 
“were not eompletely sure.” 102 Thus the predietions are wrapped 
up in language that eompletely masks the true nature of the 
aggressive doomsday message proelaimed to the world by the 
International Bible Students for over a quarter of a century before 
1914. Disguising the presumptuous predietions in such vague and 
unassuming words and phrases, of course, makes it easier to 
“humbly” eoneede that these failed. 


102 Jehovah’s Witnesses—Proelaimers of God’s Kingdom (1993), page 135. 
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BIBLIOAL AND SBCULAR 
CHRONOLOGY 

T N DEFENDING the date of 607 B ,CE. as the time of the 
J. desolation of Jemsalem and the starting point for calculating the 
length of the Gentile times, representatives of the Watch Tower 
Soeiety elaim that they are relying on the Bible. Those who date the 
desolation to 587 or 586 B.C.E. are said to rely on seeiilar sources 
rather than the Bible. The anonymous author of the “Appendix to 
ehapter 14” of the book “Let Your Kingdom Come,” for instanee, 
states: 

We are willing to be guided primarily by God’s Word rather 
than by a ehronology that is based prineipally on secular evidenee 
or that disagrees with the Seripmres. 1 

Such statements obviously intend to ereate the impression that 
those who rejeet the 607 B.C.E. date for the desolation of 
Jerasalem have no real faith in the Bible. But do such statements 
give a fair deseription of the matter? Or are they just sanctimonious 
disparagement, aimed at defaming the Christian eharaeter of those 
who disagree, not with the Scriptures, but with the Watch Tower 
Soeiety’s datings? Or may it even be that the defenders of the 
Soeiety’s ehronology have themselves not really understood the 
tme nature of Biblieal ehronology? 

The nature of the Biblieal ehronology 

Today, people read or use the terms B.C. and A.D. (eorresponding 
to B.C.E. and C.E.) and generally give no thought to the origin of 
these designations. Actually, the “Christian era,” in which events 

1 ”Let Your Kingdom Come” (Brooklyn, New York: Watchtower Bible and Traet 
Soeiety, 1981), p. 189. 
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are dated in relation to the year of the birth of Christ, is a rather 
late eonstmetion. As is well established, the system was not 
introduced until the sixth century C.E. by the Roman monk and 
seholar Dionysius Exiguus. Another 500 years would pass, 
however, before this new era had been generally aeeepted as a 
dating system in the Catholic world. 

Sinee the Bible was written long before the time of Dionysius 
Exiguus, it does not, of course, give any dates aeeording to our 
ehristian era. Thus, although the Watch Tower Soeiety dates the 
baptism of Jesus to 29 C.E., the 20th year of Artaxerxes I to 455 
B.C.E., the fall of Babylon to 539 B.C.E., and the desolation of 
Jemsalem to 607 B.C.E., none of these dates are found in the 
Bible. The Bible gives relative datings only. What does that imply? 

Consider this relevant example: In 2 Kings 25:2 the desolation 
ofjemsalem is dated to the “eleventh year of King Zedekiah,” the 
last king of Judah. Verse 8 additionally tells us that this occurred in 
the “nineteenth year of King Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon.” 

But when was that? How far from our own time was it? How 
many years before the Giristian era did it happen? The faet is that 
the Bible gives no information rvhatsoever that, of itself links up these datings 
ivith our ehristian era. 

Similarly, the books of Kings and Chronicles tell about the kings 
who mled in Israel and Judah from Saul, the first king, on to 
Zedekiah, the last one. We are told who succeeded whom, and for 
how many years eaeh of them mled. By summing up the lengths of 
reign from Saul to Zedekiah we ean measure the approximate 
spaee of time (there are many uncertain points) between these two 
kings. In this way we find that the period of the Hebrew 
monarehies eovered roughly 500 years. But still we have found no 
answer to the question: At ivhatpoint on the stream of time did thisperiod 
start and at ivhatpoint did it end? 

If the Bible had gone on to give a continuous and unbroken 
series of regnal years from Zedekiah all the way down to the 
beginning of the Christian era, the question would have been 
answered. But Zedekiah was the last of the Jewish line of kings and 
his reign ended centuries before Christ’s eoming. Nor does the 
Bible give any other information that direetiy identifies for us the 
length of the period from Zedekiah’s “eleventh year” (when 
Jemsalem was desolated) to the beginning of the Christian era. 
Thus we have a period of roughly 500 years, the period of the 
Hebrew monarehies, but we are not told how far from our time 
this period was and how it ean be fixed to our Christian era. 
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If the Bible had preserved dated and detailed deseriptions of 
astronomieal events, such as solar and lunar eelipses, or the positions 
of the planets in relation to different stars and eonstellations, this 
would have made our problem easier. Modern astronomers, with 
their knowledge of the regular movements of the moon and the 
planets, are able to ealoilate the positions these heavenly bodies 
held on the starry sky thousands of years ago. But the faet is that 
the Bible provides no information of this kind. 

The Bible of itself, then, does not show how its ehronologieal 
datings may be eonneeted with our own era. A ehronology that is 
in this sense “hanging in the air” is simply the type of ehronology 
ealled a relative ehronolog)!. Only if the Biblieal information supplied 
us with the exact distanee from the time of Zedekiah up to our 
own era—either by the aid of a eomplete and eoherent line of 
lengths of reign, or by detailed and dated astronomieal 
observations—we would have had an ahsolnte ehronologj, that is, a 
ehronology that gives us the exact distanee from the last year of 
Zedekiah to our own time. 2 It seems evident that the Bible writers 
themselves were not eoneerned about supplying this, their focus 
simply being on other matters. What source, then, ean we look to 
to make the eonneetion with our era reekoning? 

Is there a “Bible ehronology” without secular sources? 

Despite the relative nature of the Biblieal dates, it is nonetheless not 
impossible to date events mentioned in the Bible. If we were able 
to synehronize the ehronology of the Bible with the ehronology of 
another country, whose ehronology in turn ean be fixed to our 
ehristian era, then it would be possible to eonvert the Bible’s 
relative ehronology into an ahsolnte ehronology. This means, 
however, that we would have to rely on extra-Bihlical, that is, on 
seenlar historieal sonrees, in order to date events in the Bible. 

2 Dr. Miehael C. Astour explains: “Absolute ehronology means dating reigns, wars, 
treaties, destmetions, rebuildings, and other events known from written and 
arehaeologieal reeords, in terms of modem Western time reekoning, i.e., in years 
B.C.” (Hittite History and Absolute Ohronology of the Bronze Age, Partille, Sweden: 
Paul Astròms fòrlag, 1989, p. 1.) Such a ehronology is usually best established by 
the aid of reeorded aneient astronomieal observations. As the renowned expert on 
aneient astronomy, Professor Otto Neugebauer, puts it, “an ‘absolute ehronology’ 
[is] a ehronology which is based on astronomieally fixed dates in eontrast to a 
‘relative ehronology’ which tells us only the length of eertain intervals, e.g., the 
total of regnal years in a dynasty.’ — A History of Aneient Mathematieal Astronomy, 
Book VI (Berlin-Heidelberg-New York: Springer-Verlag, 1975), p. 1071. 
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And we have no other alternative. If we want to know when, in 
relation to our own time, an event mentioned in the Bible took 
plaee—be it the date for the fall of Babylon, the date for the 
desolation of Jemsalem by Nebuchadnezzar, the date for the 
rebuilding of the temple in the reign of Darius I, or any other date 
whatever—then m are obliged to tum to the secular historìeal soarees. This 
is the sober faet every Bible believer has to aeeept, whether he or 
she likes it or not. The simple truth is that—as relates to 
eonneeting with our Christian era reekoning—without secular sources 
there is no Bible ehronology, no datings of Biblieal events in terms of years 
“B.C.E.” or“C.E.” 

This also means, of course, that to speak of using the 
“ehronology of the Bible” as a unilateral, independent time- 
measurer by which the eorreetness of a eertain date ean be 
established, is simply to ignore reality. When, for instanee, some 
Witnesses point to the faet that modern historians date the fall of 
Babylon to 539 B.C.E. and then elaim that “the ehronology of the 
Bible is in agreement with this date,” they show they have not really 
understood what the relative nature of the Biblieal ehronology 
actually implies .Where does the Bible assign a date for the fall of 
Babylon? À Witness might refer to Jeremiah’s propheey of the 
“seventy years” leading up to Babylon’s fall. But on what date did 
those seventy years begin, so as to count forward to their end? 
There is none supplied. Sinee the Bible does not give any date at 
all, not even a speeifie relative date, for the fall of Babylon, the 
statement that the Bible “ agrees” with the secular dating of this 
event to 539 B.C.E. is eompletely meaningless. 3 And it is equally 

3 Aeeording to secular sources Babylon was captured by Persian king Cyrus’ troops 
in the 17th year of Nabonidus, which was thus to beeome the “aeeession-year” of 
Cyrus. (For the Babylonian aeeession year system, see the Appendix for ehapter 
2.) Although the fall of Babylon is referred to several times in the Bible, the event is 
not dated to any speeifie regnal year, neither that of Nabonidus (who is not even 
mentioned) nor of Cyrus. Isaiah (ehapters 13, 14, 21, 45, 47, 48) and Jeremiah 
(ehapters 25, 27, 50, 51) both predieted the fall of Babylon, but neither of them 
gave any date for the event. Daniel, in ehapter 5, verses 26-28, predieted that the 
fall of Babylon was imminent. Then, in verses 30 and 31, he states that “in that 
very night” Belshazzar (the son of Nabonidus) was killed and was succeeded by 
“Darius the Mede.” But who was “Darius the Mede”? The Watch Tower Soeiety 
admits that the historieal identifieation of this figure “is uncertain” The suggestion 
(of Professor D. J. Wiseman) that “Darius the Mede” is but another name for Cyrus 
himself is rejeeted. (Insight on the Scri.ptu.res, Vol. 1, Brooklyn, New York: 
Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 1988, pp. 581-583.) Further, although Daniel 
6:28 mentions “the reign of Darius” and “the reign of Cyrus the Persian,” and 
although Daniel 9:1 mentions the “first year” of “Darius the Mede,” the Bible 
neither gives the length of the reign of “Darius the Mede” nor does it indieate if his 
reign should be inserted between the fall of Babylon and the first year of Cyrus or 
not. Thus, although the Bible (in 2 Chronicles 36:22, 23 and Ezra 1:1-4) states 
that the Jewish exiles were released “in the first year of Cyrus,” it does not show 
hou> long after the fall of Babylon this occurred. The Bible, then, does not give even 
a relative date for the fall of Babylon. 
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meaningless and misleading to state that the secular date for the 
desolation of Jemsalem, 587 or 586 B.C.E., disagrees with the 
ehronology of the Bible, sinee the absolute date for that event is 
not given in the Bible either. 

What of the 70 years of Jeremiah 25:11, 12 and 29:10, on which 
Witnesses rely so heavily in their ehronology? Witnesses quite 
naturally hold to the Watch Tower Soeiety’s elaim that these 70 
years refer to the period of Jemsalem’s desolation, reekoned from 
the 18th year of Nebuchadnezzar to the return of the Jewish exiles 
in the lst year of Cyrus (that is, his first full or regnal year, following 
his aeeession year, which began in 539 B.C.E.). As a resiilt of this 
view, the time interval between the dates historians have 
established for these two events—587/86 and 538/37 B.C.E.— 
appears too short, by some 20 years. The Watch Tower Soeiety, 
therefore, ehooses to rejeet one of the two dates. They could rejeet 
the date for Nebuchadnezzar’s 18th year (587/86 B.C.E.) or rejeet 
the date for Cyrus’ first regnal year (538/37 B.C.E.). They rejeet the 
first date, 587/86 B.C.E. On what basis do they rejeet that date and 
not the other? 

There is no Biblieal reason for this ehoiee. As pointed out earlier, 
the Bible itself neither agrees nor disagrees with either of these two 
dates, dates stated in terms of the Christian era reekoning. The 
Bible, therefore, simply does not provide the means for deeiding 
which of the two dates is the better one, in terms of being firmly 
established. On what grounds, then, should the ehoiee be made— 
provided that the Soeiety’s interpretation of the 70 years is eorreet? 

The most logieal, sound and seholarly method would be to 
aeeept the date that is most elearly established by the extra-Biblical 
historieal sources. This is because these sources do supply the data 
needed to link up with our Christian era reekoning. And, as will be 
demonstrated in the next two ehapters, these sources show very 
definitely that, of the two dates just eonsidered, the ehronology of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign is much better established by astronomieal 
and other documents than is the ehronology of Cyrus’ reign. If a 
ehoiee were really neeessary, and a Bible-believing Christian were 
faeed with ehoosing, the natural ehoiee, then, should be to retain 
the 587/86 B ,C.E. date and rejeet the 538/37 B.C.E. date. 

Yet the Watch Tower Soeiety prefers the opposite ehoiee. Sinee 
the reason for this is not because the Bible itself favors one of 
these dates over the other, and it is eertainly not because the 
historieal evidenee does so, what is the real reason for their ehoiee? 
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Loyalty to the Bible—or to a prophetie speeiilation? 

If, aeeording to their elaims, the 70-year period of Jeremiah’s 
propheey really should be reekoned from the 18th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar to the lst year of Cyrus , the Watch Tower 
Soeiety should logieally have started with 587/86 B.C.E. as 
historieally the more reliahle of the two dates. Counting 70 years 
forward from that date would point to 518/17 B.C.E. as the first 
year of Cyrus instead of 538/37. This would be’ as Biblieal and 
actually more seholarly than to retain 538/37 B.C.E. and rejeet 
587/86 (the date having the stronger documentary and 
astronomieal support). 

Why, then, does the Watch Tower Soeiety rejeet 587/86 B.C.E. 
instead of rejeeting 538/37? 

The answer is obvious. The 587/86 B.C.E. date is in direet 
eonfliet with the Watch Tower Soeiety’s ehronology for the “times 
of the Gentiles.” In that ehronology, their 607 B.C.E. date for the 
desolation of Jemsalem is the indispensable starting-point. Without 
the date of 607 B.C.E. the Soeiety could not arrive at 1914 C.E. as 
the ending point. And as this date is the very eomerstone of the 
prophetie elaims and message of the Watch Tower organization, 
nothing is allowed to upset it, neither the Bible nor historieal faets. At 
heart, therefore, it is neither a question of loyalty to the Bible nor 
loyalty to historieal faets. The ehoiee of date has quite another 
motive: Loyalty to a ehronologieal speenlation that has beeome a vital 
eondition for the divine elaims of the Watch Tomr organigation. 

In the next two ehapters it will be demonstrated that the whole 
Neo-Babylonian ehronology is firmly established by at least seventeen 
different lines of evidenee. Thus the 587/86 date for the 18th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar (and the desolation of Jemsalem) and the 538/ 37 
date for the first year of Cyrus are both eorreet. That none of these 
dates are in eonfliet with the 70 years of Jeremiah (Jeremiah 25:11, 
12 and 29:10) will be demonstrated in a subsequent ehapter. 

The eollapse of the original starting-point 

To repeat: Without secular sources there is no absohite ehronology for dating 
events in the Scriptures. The Watch Tower Soeiety has itself had to 
yield to this inevitable, though embarrassing, faet. The very first 
thing the Soeiety has been foreed to do, therefore, in order to have 
any Bible ehronology at all, is to turn to the seenlar sources and seleet a 
date on which its ehronology ean be based. The date they have 
ehosen is the date historians have established for the fall of 
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Babylon, 539 B.C.E. This seoilar date, therefore, is the very 
foundation of what the Soeiety presents as its “Bible ehronology” 
Why did the Soeiety ehoose this date as the basis for its 
ehronology? And how did the historians arrive at this date? 

When Charles Taze Russell first adopted Nelson H. Barbour’s 
“Bible ehronology,” 536 B.C.E.—not 539 B ,CE.—was the secular 
basis on which that ehronology had been established. This date was 
believed to be, not that of Babylon’s fall, but the fmtyear of Cyrus. By 
adding the “seventy years” to 536 they got 606 B.C.E. as the date 
for the desolation of Jemsalem, and by subtracting 606 from 2,520 
(the supposed number of years in the Gentile times) they arrived at 
1914. 

Originally Barbour elaimed that the 536 B.C.E. date was derived 
from the aneient kinglist known as “Ptolemy’s Canon. 4 In time, 
however, it was diseovered that this was not the ease. This kinglist 
not only points to 538 B.C.E. as the first full year of Cyrus, but also 
to 587 B.C.E. as the date for the 18thyear of Nebmhadneyyar, the year of 
Jerasalem’s desolation. When these faets dawned upon Russell he 
rejeeted the kinglist and started to attaek its supposed originator, 
Claudius Ptolemy. He still believed, however, that 536 B.C.E. was a 
generally aeeepted date for the first year of Cyrus, stating: 

All stadents of ehronology may be said to be agreed that the 
first year of Cyrus was the year 536 before the beginning of 
onrAnno Domini era. 5 


4 On page 194 of his book Three Worlds, or Plan of Redemption (Roehester, N.Y., 
1877), for instanee, Barbour asserted: “The faet that the first year of Cyrus was 
B.C. 536, is based upon Ptolemy’s eanon, supported by the eelipses by which the 
dates of the Greeian and Persian era have been regulated. And the accuracy of 
Ptolemy’s eanon is now aeeepted by all the seientifie and literary world.” 

5 Zion’s Watch Tower, May 15, 1896, pp. 104, 105, 113 (= Reprints, pp. 1975, 1980. 
Emphasis added). — It is true that many earlier ehristian ehronologers, including 
arehbishop James Ussher and Sir isaae Newton, dated the first year of Cyrus to 
536 instead of 538 B.C.E. The reason for this was their applieation of the “seventy 
years” of Jeremiah 25:11,12 and Daniel 9:2 to the period from the first year of 
Nebuchadnezzar to the capture of Babylon by Cyrus. This seemed to eonfliet with 
“Ptolemy’s Canon,” which gives only 66 years to this period (604-538 B.C.E.). To 
arrive at 70 years, Nebuchadnezzar’s first year was often moved baek from 604 to 
606 B.C.E., while the first year of Cyrus was moved forward to 536 B.C.E. The two 
years from 538 to 536 B.C.E. were allotted to “Darius the Mede.” The diseovery of 
the thousands of cuneiform tablets from the Neo-Babylonian era in the 1870’s 
eompletely overthrew these theories, as was pointed out already as far baek as 
1876 by Mr. George Smith. (See S. M. Evers, “George Smith and the Egibi Tablets,” 
lraq, Vol. LV 1993, p. 113.) 
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As time went by, some Bible Students diseovered that this 
statement was not tme, either. In a private letter to Russell dated 
June 7, 1914, one of his elosest assoeiates, Paul S. L. Johnson, 
pointed out to him that nearly all historians held 538 B.C.E. to be 
the first year of Cyrus. “I have consulted a dozen eneyelopedias,” 
he wrote, “and all except three give 538 B.C. as the date.” 6 Russell, 
however, ignored this information, and so did Joseph F. 
Rutherford, his successor as president of the Watch Tower Soeiety. 

Not until 1944, in the book “The Kingdom Is at Hand,” did the 
Watch Tower Soeiety finally abandon the 536 B.C.E. date. By 
steps, Cyrus’ first year was moved backwards, first to 537 B.CE. 
and then, five years later, to 538 B.C.E., the date pointed to by 
“Ptolemy’s Canon.” 7 

To retain 1914 as the termination date of the Gentile times, 
other “adjustments” had to be made. To begin with, even though 
the first year of Cyrus started in the spring of 538 B.C.E., the 
Watchtomr argued that his ediet permitting the Jews to return home 
from the exile (Ezra 1:1-4) was issued toivards the end of his first 
regnal year, that is, early in 537 B.C.E. In that ease the Jews 
departing from Babylon could not have reaehed Jemsalem untìl the 
autumn of that year. By adding 70 years to 537 the desolation of 
Jemsalem was then fixed to 607 B.C.E. instead of 606. Next, the 
faet that no “zero year” is included at the beginning of our 
ehristian era was finally acknowledged. 8 So from the autumn of 
607 B.C.E. to the beginning of our era was only 606 years and 
three months; and if this period is subtracted from the 2,520 years, 
1914 is still arrived at as the termination date. Henee, three separate 
“errors” were made to eaneel eaeh other out, and the upshot was 
the same! Eaeh adjustment was made with the retention of 1914 as 
its goal. 

Yet, to have the secular basis of the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
“Bible ehronology” moved around in this arbitrary way was hardly 
eonfidenee-inspiring. For the future, therefore, Cyrus’ first regnal 
year (538 B.C.E.) was not stressed as the “firmly established” 
starting-point. Instead, the stress was transferred to the date 
historians had established for the fall of Babylon, 539 B.C.E. This 

6 This letter was published as an Appendix to Paul S. L. Johnson’s reprint of the 
seeond volume of Studies in the Scriptures (Philadelphia, PA., U.S.A., 1937), pp. 
367-382. See espeeially p. 369. 

7 ”The Kingdom Is at Hand” (Brooklyn, New York: Watchtower Bible and Traet 
Soeiety, 1944), p. 175; The Watchtower, Nov. 1, 1949, p. 326. 

8 This problem had been noted as early as in 1904, but the error had never been 
eorreeted. See The Watch Tower of Deeember 1, 1912, p.377 (=Reprints, pp.5141, 
5142). See also above, page 53. 
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date was soon to be termed an “absolute date” in the Watch 
Tower publications. But why was this particular date viewed as an 
“absolute date”? 

539 B.C.E.—the “Absoliite date for the Hebrew 

Scriptures ,> ? 

At first, beginning in 1952, the Watch Tower Soeiety explained that 
the date 539 B.C.E. for the fall of Babylon had been “firmly 
established” by the cuneiform tablet known as the Nabonidm 
ehroniele . 9 Evidently for this reason it was felt that this date could 
be used as the new basis for the Soeiety’s B.C.E. ehronology. In the 
next two deeades, therefore, the year 539 B.C.E. was not only 
deseribed as an “absolute date,” but as “ the outstanding Absolnte date 
for the B.C. period of the Hebren 1 Seriptnres. ” 10 What is the 
reality in this regard? Does the historieal evidenee justify this 
impressive language and what does it show as to the Watch Tower 
writers’ understanding of secular ehronology? 

The Nabonidus Chronicle: This cuneiform document dates 
the fall of Babylon to the “lóth day” of “the month of Tashritu,” 
evidently in the 17th year of Nabonidus. Unfortunately, the text is 
damaged, and the words for “17th year” are illegible. But even if 
these words had been preserved, the ehroniele would not have told 
us anything more than that Babylon was captured on the 16th day 
of Tishri (Babylonian Tashritn) in Nabonidus’ 17th year. This 
information in itself eannot be translated to 539 B.C.E. It requires 
additional secular evidenee to plaee Nabonidus’ 17th year within our 
era reekoning and allow for our assigning it a date within that 
reekoning. 

In spite of this, Watch Tower publications continued to give the 
impression that the Nabonidus Chronicle of itself fixed the absolnte 
date for the fall of Babylon. 11 Not until 1971, in an artiele entitled 
“Testimony of the Nabonidus Chronicle,” was it finally eoneeded 
that this tablet did not fix the year for the fall of Babylon. Quoting 

9 See The Watchtower of May 1, 1952, p. 271. “This date,” said The Watchtower of 
Febmary 1, 1955, on page 94, “is made Absolute by reason of the arehaeologieal 
diseovery and deeiphering of the famous Nabiinaid Chronicle, which itself gives a 
date for the fall of Babylon and which figure speeialists have determined equals 
Oetober 13, 539 B.C., aeeording to the Julian ealendar of the Romans.” 

10 The Watchtower, Febmary 1, 1955, p. 94. (Emphasis added.) The book “All 
Scripture Is Inspired by God and Benefieial” (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watchtower Bible and 
Traet Soeiety of New York, ine., 1963) similarly designated 539 B.C.E. as the 
“Absolute Date for the Hebrew Scriptures.” (p. 282) 

11 The Watchtower of August 15, 1968, p. 490, for instanee, stated: “The fixing of 539 
B.C.E. as the year when this historieal event occurred is based on a stone 
document known as the Nabonidus (Nabunaid) Chronicle.” (Emphasis added.) 
Compare also The Watchtower of May 1, 1968,p. 268. 
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the date given in the ehroniele (the 16th day of Tashritu), the writer 
of the artiele frankly states: “But does the Nabonidus Chronicle of 
itself provide the basis for establishing the jear for this event? 
No.” 12 

Although the prineipal witness in support of the “absolute date 
for the Hebrew Scriptures” was thus retraeted, the Soeiety was not 
prepared to make yet another ehange in the secular basis of its 
“Bible ehronology.” Other witnesses, therefore, had to be searehed 
out and summoned to the stand. In the very same Watchton>er artiele 
quoted above, a referenee was made to two new sources which in 
the future would “sustain” the absolute date 539 B.C.E.: 

Also other sources, including Ptolemy’s Canon, point to the 
year 539 B.C.E. as the date for Babylon’s fall. For example, aneient 
historians sneh as Diodoms, Afrieanns and Emebins show that Cyrus’ 
first year as king of Persia eorresponded to Olytnpiad 55, jear 1 
(560/59 B.C.E.), while Cyrus’ last year is plaeed at Oljmpiad 62,jear 
2 (531/30 B.C.E.). . . . Cuneiform tablets give Cyrus a mle of nine 
years over Babylon. This would harmonize with the aeeepted date 
for the start of his rule over Babylon in 539 B.C.E. 13 

Thus the new validating sources eonsisted of (1) Ptolemy’s Canon, 
and (2) dates from the Greek Oljmpiad Era quoted bj aneient historians. 
Can any of these sources establish 539 B.C.E. as an “absolute date” 
to which the Biblieal ehronology may be firmly fixed? 

Ptolemy’s Canon: As was shown earlier, Russell at first 
buttressed his ehronology by referenee to Ptolemy’s Canon. But 
when he diseovered that the 536 B.C.E. date for Cyrus’ first year 
was not supported by it, he rejeeted the Canon. And although the 
Watch Tower finally pushed baek Cyrus’ lst year to 538 B.C.E. in 
agreement with Ptolemy’s Canon, the Soeiety’s ehronology is still in 
eonfliet with the Canon at other points. 

The sum total of the lengths of reign given by the Canon for the 
Neo-Babylonian kings prior to Cyrus, for example, point to 587 


12 The Watchtower, May 15, 1971,p. 316 (emphasis added). When it was diseovered 
that the Nabonidus Ohroniele did not establish 539 B.C.E. as an “absolute date,” 
this term was dropped in the Watch Tower publications. In Aid to Bible 
JJnderstanding, 539 is ealled “a pivotal point” (p. 333), a term also used in the 
1988 revised edition. (Insight on the Scriptures, Vol. 1, p. 458) At other times it is 
just stated that “historians calculate” or “hold” that Babylon fell in 539 B.C.E.— 
See “Let Your Kingdom Come” (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 
1981), pp. 136, 186. 

13 The Watchtower, May 15, 1971, p. 316. (Emphasis added.) This statement was also 
included in the Watch Tower Soeiety’s Bible dietionary, Aid to Bible TJnderstanding 
(1971), p. 328. It is still retained in the revised 1988 edition (Insight on the 
Scriptures, Vol. 1, p. 454). 
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B.C.E., not 607 B.C.E., as the date for the desolation of Jemsalem 
in Nebuchadnezzar’s 18th regnal year. Further, the Watch Tower 
Soeiety also rejeets the fìgures given by Ptolemy’s Canon for the 
reigns of Xerxes and Artaxerxes L 14 To use the Canon in support 
of the 539 B.C.E. date while at the same time rejeeting its ehronology 
for periods falling prìor to and after this date would be totaliy 
ineonsistent. 

Evidendy realizing this, the Watch Tower Soeiety in the very 
next year onee again rejeeted Ptolemy’s Canon, deelaring that “the 
very purpose of the Canon makes absolute dating by means of it 
impossible.” 15 If this were tme, the Soeiety could not, of course, 
use the Canon in support of the 539 B.C.E. date. 

With Ptolemy’s Canon thus removed, the secular basis of the 
Soeiety’s “Bible ehronology” now wholly depended on the 
trustworthiness of the seeond witness, the Greek Olytnpiad Keekoning. 
How about this era reekoning? In what way does it fix Babylon’s 
fall to 539 B.C.E., and to what an extent ean Olympie dates quoted 
by aneient historians be relied upon? 

The Olympiad Era: The first year assigned to this era is 776 
B.C.E. This year, therefore, is designated as “Ol. 1,1 ,” that is, the 
first year of the first Olympiad. Now this does not mean that the 
first Olympie games took plaee in 776 B.C.E. Aneient sources 
indieate that these games began to be held much earlier. Nor does 
it mean that already baek in 776 B.C.E. the Greeks had started an 
era founded upon the Olympie games. As a matter of faet no referenee 
to the Olympiad era may be fonnd in all aneient literatnre until the third 
eentary B.C.E.! As Professor Elias J. Biekerman points out, “the 


14 Aeeording to Ptolemy’s Canon, Xerxes ruled for 21 years (485-464 B.C.E.) and 
Artaxerxes I for 41 years (464—423 B.C.E.). In order to have the 20th year of 
Artaxerxes I fixed to 455 instead of 445 B.C.E., the Soeiety sets the beginning of 
his reign 10 years earlier, thus making it 51 years instead of 41. As this would 
displaee all dates prior to Artaxerxes I by 10 years, including the date for the fall of 
Babylon, the Soeiety has subtracted 10 years from Xerxes’ sole reign, making it 11 
years instead of 21! The only reason for these ehanges is that they are neeessitated 
by the Soeiety’s particular applieation of the “seventy weeks” of Daniel 9:24-27. 
This applieation was originally suggested by the Jesuit theologian Dionysius 
Petavius in De Doetrina Tempo rum, a work published in 1627. Many others pieked 
up the idea, including the Angliean arehbishop James Ussher in the same century. 
In 1832 the German theologian E. W. Hengstenberg included a lengthy defense of 
it in his well-known work Ohristologie des Alten Testaments. Sinee then, however, 
the idea has been eompletely demolished by arehaeologieal findings. This has been 
demonstrated in a separate study published on the web: 
http://user.tninet.se/~oof408u/fkf/english/artaxerxes.htm 

For the readers eonvenienee, this study has been added at the end of the present 
book. 

15 Awake!, May 8, 1972, p. 26. 
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nmnbering of Olympiads was introduced by Timaeus or by 
Eratosthenes” 16 And Dr. Alan E. Samuel speeifies: “The Olympiad 
reekoning system, originated by Philistus, was subsequently used in 
an historieal context by Timaeus, and from then on we find 
historieal ehronologies based on Olympiads.” 17 Timaeus Sicilus 
wrote a history of Sieily, his native country, in 264 B.C.E., and 
Eratosthenes, a librarian at the famous library in Alexandria in 
Egypt, published his Chronographiae some deeades later. 

The Olympiad reekoning, then, like the Christian era, was 
introduced more than 500years after the year that was ehosen as the 
starting-point for that era! How did the Greek historians manage to 
fix the date for the first Olympiad as well as other dates (for 
example, the first year of Cyrus) hundreds of years later? What kind 
of sources were at their disposal? 

They studied lists of vietors in the quadrennial games kept at 
Olympia. But unfortunately such lists had not been kept 
continuously all the way from the beginning. As Dr. Samuel points 
out, the first list was “drawn up by Hippias at the end of the fifth 
century B.C.,” that is, around 400 B.C.E. 18 “By Hellenistie times 
the list of vietors was eomplete and reasonably eonsistent and the 
framework for ehronology was established and aeeepted.” 19 But 
was the list reliable? Samuel continues: “Whether all this was right, 
or whether events were assigned to years eorreetly, is another 
matter.” Pointing out that “the shrewd Plutarch [e. 46-e. 120 C.E.] 
had his doubts,” he goes on to caution that “we too should be very 
dubious about ehronographie evidenee from Olympiads much 
before the middle or beginning of the fifth century [i.e., before 450 
or 500 B.C.E.]” 20 

The Watch Tower Soeiety’s eonfidenee in the Olympiad 
reekoning is even more illusory, however. This is because, while 
they aeeept the Olympiad dates given by aneient historians for the 
reign of Cyrus, they rejeet the Olympiad dates given by these 
historians for the reign of Artaxerxes I, despite the faet his reign 
fell much eloser to our time. Thus, when JuÌius Africanus, in his 
Chronographj (published e. 221/22 C.E.), dates the 20th year of 

16 Elias J. Biekerman, Ohronology of the Aneient World, revised edition (London: 

Thames and Hudson, 1980), p. 75. 

17 Alan E. Samuel, Greek and Roman Ohronology (Miinehen: C. H. Beek’sehe 

Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1972), p. 189. 

18 A. E. Samuel, op. eit., p. 189. 

19 lbid., p. 190. 

20 Ibid., p. 190. Biekerman (op. eit., p. 75) agrees: “The trustworthiness of the earlier 

part of the list of Olympie vietors, which begins in 776 BC, is doubtful.” 
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Artaxerxes to the “4th year of the 83rd Olympiad,” eorresponding 
to 445 B.C.E., this date is rejeeted by the Watch Tower Soeiety in 
preferenee of 455 B.C.E., as was noted earlier (footnote 14). 21 As in 
the ease of Ptolemy’s Canon, then, the Soeiety again uses a witness 
that at other times is eompletely rejeeted, and this for the sole 
reason that in those areas the evidenee is unfavorable to its 
teaehings. 

Aside from the Watch Tower Soeiety’s ineonsisteney, the 
Olympiad datings preserved by Diodoms, Africanus and Eusebius 
indieating 539 B.C.E. to be the date for the fall of Babylon, eannot 
alone be used to establish that date as an absolute date on which 
the ehronology of the Hebrew Scriptures ean be based. This is due 
to the simple faet, already presented, that the Olympiad reekoning 
system was not actually instituted until the third century B.C.E.— 
or three centuries after the fall of Babylon. 

Astronomy and the year 539 B.C.E. 

The preeeding discussion of the Soeiety’s fruitless attempts to 
estabhsh a secular basis for its particular “Bible ehronology” 
epitomizes the eontent of a booklet published in 1981, The Watch 
Tomr Soeiety and Absohite Chronology. 22 Perhaps it was this exposure 
that—direetiy or indireetiy-ineited the Soeiety’s writers to make 
another attempt to establish the 539 B.C.E. date. At any rate, a new 
discussion of the date was published in 1988 in the Soeiety’s 
revised Bible dietionary, Insight on the Serìptnres , in which the authors 
now try to fix the date astronomieally. 

As explained earlier (in footnote 2), an absolute ehronology is 
usually best established with the assistanee of astronomically-fixed 
dates. In the 1870s and 1880s, excavations in Babylonia unearthed 
a great number of cuneiform texts eontaining deseriptions of 
astronomieal events dating from the Babylonian, Persian and 
Greek eras. These texts provide numerous absolute dates from 
these periods. 

The most important astronomieal text from the Neo-Babylonian 
era is a so-ealled astronomieal “diaiy,” a reeord of about thirty 
astronomieal observations dated to the 37th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar. This tablet, which is kept in the Berlin Museum 
(where it is designated VAT 4956), establishes 568/67 B.C.E. as 


21 The Ante-Nieene Fathers, ed. A. Roberts and J. Donaldson, Vol. VI (Grand Rapids, 
Miehigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., reprint of 1978), p. 135. 

22 Karl Burganger, The Watch Tower Soeiety and Absoliite Ohronology (Lethbridge, 
Canada: ehristian Koinonia International, 1981), pp. 7-20. See above, p.70, note 
100 . 
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the absolute date for the 37th year of Nebuchadnezzar. This date 
obviously implies that his 18th year, during which he desolated 
Jemsalem, eorresponds to 587/86 B.C.E. That is 20 years later than 
the 607 B.C.E. date assigned to that event by the Watch Tower 
Soeiety. A detailed discussion of this and other astronomieal texts 
is given in ehapter four. 

The Watch Tower Soeiety’s eoneern, then, is somehow to 
bypass the use of any such unfavorable aneient text and find a way 
to establish the date of 539 B.C.E. independently of it, thereby 
avoiding eonfliet with the eorollary evidenee the text supplies that 
undermines a 607 B.C.E. date for Jemsalem’s fall. To what 
astronomieal evidenee do they resort? 

Strm. Kambys. 400: The astronomieal text, designated Strm. 
Kambjs. 400, is the text now used by the Watch Tower Soeiety to 
establish the 539 B.C.E. date. It is a tablet dated to the seventh year 
of Cambyses, the son of Cyrus. 23 Referring to two lunar eelipses 
mentioned in the text—eelipses which modern seholars have 
“identified with the lunar eelipses that were visible at Babylon on 
July 16, 523 B.C.E., and on January 10, 522 B.C.E.,”—the Soeiety 
concludes: 

Thus, this tablet establishes the seventh year of Cambyses II as 
beginning in the spring of 523 B.C.E. This is an astronomieally 
eonfirmed date? 24 

To what does this lead? If 523/22 B ,C.E. was the seventh year 
of Cambyses, his firstjear must have been 529/28 B.C.E. and the 
preeeding year, 530/29 B.C.E., must have been the lastjear of his 
predeeessor, Cyrus. To arrive at the date for the fall of Babylon, 
however, we also need to know the length of Cyrus’ reign. For this, 
the Soeiety is foreed to aeeept the information found in another 
ty'pe of cuneiform texts, the eontraet tablets, that is, dated business 
and administrative documents. Of these they state: 

The latest tablet dated in the reign of Cyrus II is from the 5th 
month, 23rd day of his 9th year.... As the ninth year of Cyrus II as 
ldng of Babylon was 530 B.C.E., his first year aeeording to that 
reekoning was 538 B.C.E. and his aeeession year was 539 B.C.E. 25 


23 This text, which is designated Strm. Kambys. 400, is not exactly a “diary” in the 
striet sense, although it is elosely related to this group of texts. 

24 Insight on the Scri.ptu.res, Vol. 1 (Brooklyn, New York: Watchtower Bible and Traet 
Soeiety of New York, ine., 1988), p. 453. 

25 Ibid.., p. 453. 
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To establish the date 539 B.C.E., then, the Soeiety unreservedly 
aeeepts several aneient secular sources: (1) a Babylonian 
astronomieal tablet, and (2) Babylonian eontraet tablets dated to 
the reign of Cyrus. Yet, on the following pages of the same artiele 
(pages 454—456) other documents of the very same type-astronotmeal 
texts and eontraet tablets-are rejeeted beeanse of their snpport for the date 
587 B.C.E.for the destmetion ofjenisalem! 

If the Soeiety’s eritieism of these astronomieal diaries (mainly 
their being later eopies of an original) were valid, that eritieism 
would apply with equal foree to their favored Strm. Kambys. 400. 
Like EAT 4956, Stm. Kambys. 400 is a eopy of an earlier original. 
In faet, it may hardly even he termed a eopy. The eminent expert 
on astronomieal texts, F. X. Kugler, pointed out as early as 1903 
that this tablet is only pardy a eopy. The eopyist was evidendy 
working from a very defeetive text, and therefore tried to fill in the 
laennae or gaps in the text by his own calculations. Thus only a 
portion of Strm. Kambys. 400 at best eontains observations. The rest 
are additions by a rather unskilled eopyist from a much later 
period. Kugler eommented that “»<?/ one of the astronomieal texts I 
knon> of ojfers so many eontradietions and nnsolved riddles as Strm. Kambys. 
400. 

By eontrast, VAT 4956 is one of the best preserved diaries. 
Although it is also a later eopy, experts agree that it is a faithful 
reproduction of the original. 

There is some evidenee that the lunar eelipses shown on Strm. 
Kambys. 400, referred to in the book Insight on the Seriptnres were 
calculated rather than observed. 27 The point here made, though, is 
not the validity or laek of validity of those partiailar observations, 
but that, while applying eertain eriteria as a basis for rejeeting the 

26 Franz Xaver Kugler, “Eine rátselvolle astronomisehe Keilinsehrift (Strm. Kambys. 
400),” Zeitsehrift fur Assyríologie, Vol. 17 (Strassburg: Verlag von Karl J. Triibner, 
1903), p. 203. For a transeription and translation of the text, see F. X. Kugler, 
Sternkunde und Stemdienstin Babel, Buch I (Mílnsterin Westfalen: 
Asehendorffsehe Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1907), pp. 61-75. 

27 Dr. John M. Steele summarizes the present seholarly view of Strm. Kambys. 400 
in the following words: “It is also unwise to base any conclusions eoneerning the 
Babylonian reeords on this tablet alone, sinee it does not fall into any of the 
eommon eategories of text. In particular, it is not eertain whether this text 
eontains observations or calculations of the phenomena it reeords.... There is also 
debate eoneerning whether the two lunar eelipses were observed or calculated.”— 
John M. Steele, Observations and Predietions of Eelipse Times by Early 
Astronomers (= Arehimedes, Vol. 4. Dordreeht/Boston/ London: Kluwer Aeademie 
Publishers, 2000), p. 98. 
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evidenee of VAl' 4956, the Watch Tower Soeiety does not let the 
same eriterìa affeet its aeeeptanee of Stm. Kambys. 400 because it views 
this document as giving apparent support to its elaims. This 
repeated ineonsisteney results from the same “hidden agenda” of 
seeking to proteet a historieally unsupported date. 

Actually, to fix the date for the fall of Babylon, it is much safer 
to start with the reign of Nebuchadnezzar and count fonmrd, 
instead of beginning with the reign of Cambyses and counting 
baehmrd. The date 539 B.C.E. for the fall of Babylon was, in faet, 
first determined this way, as pointed out by Dr. R. Campbell 
Thompson in The Cambridge Anáent History: 

The date 539 for the Fall of Babylon has been reekoned from 
the latest dates on the eontraets of eaeh king in this period, 
counting from the end of Nabopolassar’s reign in 605 B.C., viy., 
Nebuchadrezzar, 43: Amel-Marduk, 2: Nergal-shar-usur, 4: 
Labashi-Marduk (aeeession only): Nabonidus, 17 = 66. 28 

The Watch Tower Soeiety, however, aeeepts only the end prodnet 
of this reekoning (539 B.C.E.), but rejeets the reekoning itself and 
its starting point, because these eontradiet the date 607 B.C.E. The 
Soeiety rejeets the astronomieal texts in general and VAT 4956 in 
particular; on the other hand, it is foreed to aeeept the most 
problematie one— Stmi. Kambjs. 400. Surely, it would be difficult to 
find a more striking example of ineonsistent, misleading 
seholarship. 

As has been demonstrated above, 539 B.C.E. is not a logieal 
starting-point for establishing the date for the desolation of 
Jemsalem. The most reliable dates in this period (in the 6th century 
B.C.E.) that may be established as absolute fall much earlier, within 
the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, a reign that is direetly fixed to our 
era by VAT 4956 and other astronomieal texts. 

Further, the Bible provides a direet sjnehronism between the reign 
of Nebuchadnezzar and the desolation of Jemsalem. As pointed 
out earlier, 2 Kings 25:8 explicitly states that this desolation 
occurred in the “nineteenth year of King Nebuchadnezzar.” 29 By 


28 R. Oampbell Thompson, “The New Babylonian Empire,” The Cambridge Aneient 
History, ed. J.B. Bury, S. A. Cook, F. E. Adeoek, Vol. III (Cambridge: Cambridge 
IJniversity Press, 1925), p. 224, ftn. 1. 

29 The “19th” year here evidently eorresponds to the “18th” year aeeording to the 
Babylonian system of reekoning the regnal years of kings. In Assyria and 
Babylonia, the year in which a king eame to power was reekoned as his 
“aeeession-year,” while his first year always started on Nisan 1, the first day of the 
next year. As will be discussed later, Judah at this time did not apply the 
“aeeession-year system,” but counted the aeeession-year as the first year. See the 
Appendix for ehapter 2. 
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eontrast, no such direet synehronism is given in the Bible for the 
fall of Babylon. 30 

But this is not all. The lengths of reigns of the Neo-Babylonian 
kings (as quoted from the eontraet tablets by Dr. R. Thompson 
above) from the first king, Nabopolassar, to the last one, 
Nabonidus, may be firmly established in a number of different 
ways. In faet, the ehronology of this period may be established by 
at least seventeen different lines of evidenee! This evidenee will be 
presented in the next two ehapters. 


30 See earlier footnote 3. 
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THE LENGTH OF REIGNS OF 
THE NEO-BABYLONIAN KINGS 

P EOPLE MAY believe the most peculiar ideas, not because 
there is any evidenee to show that they are tme, but because 
there is little or no evidenee to show that they are false. For many 
centuries people believed that the earth was flat, simply because 
this view could not easily be tested and disproven. Many ideas that 
have been tied to propheeies in the Bible also definitely belong to 
this eategory. These elearly include some appended to Jesus’ 
statement about the “times of the Gentiles” at Luke 21:24. 

For example, the Bible nowhere explicitly states: 

1) that Jesus, in speaking of these “Gentile times,” had in mind 
the “seven times” of Nebuchadnezzar’s madness mentioned 
in the book of Daniel, ehapter 4; 

2) that these “seven times” were seven jears; 

3) that these “years” were not ordinary Babylonian ealendar 
years, but “prophetie years” of 360 days eaeh, and therefore 
should be summed up as 2,520 days; 

4) that these 2,520 days not only applied to the period of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s madness, but also would have a greater 
fulfillment; 

5) that in this greater fulfillment days should be counted as 
jears, so that we get a period of 2,520 years; and 

6) that this 2,520-year period started when Nebuchadnezzar, in 
his 18th regnal year, desolated the eity of Jemsalem. 

None of these six assumptions ean be verified by elear Biblieal 
statements. They are, in faet, nothing but a ehain of hapha^ardgnesses. 
Yet, sinee the Bible does not discuss or even mention any of these 
ideas, it nowhere explicitly says they are false either. 

However, when it is fiirther elaimed (7) that Nebuchadnezzar’s 
desolation of Jemsalem took plaee in 607 B.C.E., we have reaehed 
a point in the train of thought that ean be tested and disproven. 


89 
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This is because the ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian period does 
not fall within the area of unverifiable assumptions. 

As will be demonstrated in this and the subsequent ehapter, the 
length of the Neo-Babylonian period has been firmly established 
today by at least seventeen different lines of evidenee, fourteen of 
which will be discussed in some detail in these two ehapters. 

In the previous ehapter it was shown that the validity of the 
Watch Tower Soeiety’s prophetie interpretation of the 1914 date is 
intimately eonneeted with the length of the Neo-Babylonian 
period. 1 That period ended when Babylon was captured by the 
armies of the Persian king Cyrus in 539 B.C.E., an acknowledged, 
reliable date. 

In the first year of his reign over Babylon, Cyrus issued an ediet 
which permitted the Jews to return to Jemsalem. (2 Chronicles 
36:22, 23; Ezra 1:1-4) Aeeording to the Watch Tower Soeiety this 
ended the seventy-year period mentioned at Jeremiah 25:11, 12; 
29:10; Daniel 9:2, and 2 Chronicles 36:21. 

If, as the Soeiety maintains, the Jewish remnant returned to 
Jemsalem in 537 B.C.E., the period of Babylonian domination 
would have begun seventy years earlier, or in 607 B.C.E. 2 And 

1 The term “ Neo-Babylonian” usually refers to the period that began with the reign of 

Nabopolassar (dated to 625-605 B.C.E.) and ended with Nabonidus (555-539 
B.C.E.). It should be notieed, however, that many seholars use the term “Neo- 
Babylonian” of a more extended period. The Assyrian Dietionary (eds. I. J. Gelb et 
al., Chicago: Oriental Institute, 1956—), for example, starts the period in 1150 
B.C.E. and ends it somewhere in the fourth century B.C.E. In the present work the 
term is eonfined to the Babylonian dynasty that began with Nabopolassar and 
ended with Nabonidus. 

2 The first year of Cyrus extended from the spring (Nisan 1) of 538 to the spring of 537 

B.C.E. If Ezra followed the Jewish method of counting the aeeession-year as the 
first year, he may have reekoned 539/38 as the first year of Cyrus. However that 
may be, the evidenee is that Cyrus issued his ediet not long after the fall of 
Babylon. The so-ealled Cyrus Oylinder shows that Cyrus, soon after the conquest 
of Babylon, issued a deeree that allowed the different peoples that had been 
deported to Babylonia to return to their respeetive home countries. (James B. 
Pritehard [ed.], Aneient Near Eastem Texts Relating to the Old Testament [ANET], 
Prineeton, New Jersey: Prineeton University Press, 1950,p. 316.) Most likely the 
ediet permitting the Jews to return to Jemsalem was a part of this general release 
of exiled peoples. As shown by the book of Ezra, the Jews who responded to the 
ediet immediately began to organize themselves for the homeward journey (Ezra 
1:5-2:70), and in “the seventh month” (Tishri, eorresponding to parts of September 
and Oetober) they had settled in their home eities. (Ezra 3:1) The context seems to 
imply that this was still in the “first year of Cyrus” (Ezra 1:1-3:1). Most authorities, 
therefore, conclude that this was in the autumn of 538 B.C.E. and not in 537 as 
the Watch Tower Soeiety insists. (See for example Dr. T. C. Mitehell’s discussion in 
The Cambridge Aneient History, 2nd ed., Vol. III: 2, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1991, pp. 430-432; also the thorough discussion of the 
historieity of Cyrus’ ediet by Elias Biekerman in Studies in Jeivish and Ohristian 
History, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1976, pp. 72-108.) The Watch Tower Soeiety, however, 
eannot aeeept the 538 B.C.E. date for the return, as that would move the 
beginning of their seventy-year period baek to 608 B.C.E. This, of course, would 
destroy their Gentile times calculation. 
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sinee the Watch Tower Soeiety holds this seventy-year period to be 
a period of eomplete desolation of Judah and Jemsalem, we are told 
that it was in the year 607 B.C.E. that Nebiiehadnezzar destroyed 
Jemsalem, in his eighteenth regnal year. (2 Kings 25:8; Jeremiah 
52:12, 29) This event, it is assumed, started the 2,520 years, ealled 
the Gentile times, beginning in the year 607 B.C.E. 

This starting-point, however, is ineompatible with a number of 
historieal faets.* 

A. ANCIENT HISTORIANS 

Up to the latter part of the nineteenth century the only way to 
determine the length of the Neo-Babylonian period was by 
consulting aneient Greek and Roman historians. Those historians 
lived hundreds of years after the Neo-Babylonian period, and 
unfortunately their statements are often eontradietory. 3 

Those held to be the most reliable are 1) Berossns and 2) the 
eompiler(s) of the kinglist eommonly known as Ptolemj’s Canon, 
sometimes also, and more eorreetly, referred to as the Kojal Canon. 

It seems appropriate to begin our discussion with a brief 
presentation of these two historieal sources sinee, although neither 
of them bj themselves provides conclusive evidenee for the length of 
the Neo-Babylonian period, their aneient testimony eertainly merits 
eonsideration. 


3 These aneient historians include Megasthenes (3rd century B.O.E.), Berossus (e. 250 

B. O.E.), AlexancLer Polyhistor (lst century B.O.E.), Eusehius Pamphilus (e. 260-340 

C. E.), and Georgius Syncellus (last part of the 8th century C.E.). For a eonvenient 
overview of the figures given by these aneient historians, see Raymond Philip 
Dougherty, Nahonidus and Belshazzar (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1929), 
pp. 8-10; ef. also Ronald H. Saek, Images of Nebuchadnezzar (Selinsgrove: 
Susquehanna University Press; London and Toronto: Assoeiated University Press, 
1991), pp. 31-44. 

* What follows in this and the subsequent ehapter, in many eases involves information 
of a teehnieal nature, aeeompanied by detailed documentation. While this 
contributes to the firm foundation of the dates established, it is also made 
neeessary by attempts on the part of some sources to counteract the historieal 
evidenee, offering information that has an appearanee of validity, even of 
seholarliness, but which, on examination, proves invalid and often superficial. 
Some readers may find the teehnieal data difficult to follow. Those who do not feel 
they need all the details may turn direetly to the summaries at the end of eaeh of 
these two ehapters. These summaries give a general idea of the discussion, the 
evidenee presented, and the conclusions drawn from it. 
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A-l: Berossus 

Berossus was a Babylonian priest who lived in the third century 
B.C.E. 

In about 281 B.C.E. he wrote a history of Babylonia in Greek 
known as lìabyloniaea or Chaldaica which he dedieated to the 
Seleucid king Antiochus I (281—260 B.C.E.), whose vast empire 
included Babylonia. Later Berossus abandoned Babylon and settled 
on the Ptolemaie island of Cos. 4 

His writings, unfortunately, have been lost, and all that is known 
about them eomes from the twenty-two quotations or paraphrases 
of his work by other aneient writers and from eleven statements 
about Berossus made by elassieal, Jewish, and Christian writers. 5 

The longest quotations deal with the reigns of the Neo- 
Babylonian kings and are found in Flavius Josephus’ Against Apion 
and in his Antiquities of the Jem, both written in the latter part of the 
first century C.E.; in Eusebius’ Chronicle and in his Preparation for the 
Gospel, both from the early fourth century C.E., and in other late 
works. 6 It is known that Eusebius quoted Berossus indireetly via 
the Greeo-Roman seholar Cornelius Alexander Polyhistor (first 
century B.C.E.). 

Although some seholars have assumed that Josephus, too, knew 
Berossus only via Polyhistor, the evidenee for this is laeking. Other 
seholars have concluded that Josephus had a eopy of Berossus’ 
work at hand, and reeently Dr. Gregory E. Sterling has strongly 
argued that Josephus quoted direetly from Berossus’ work. 7 
Seholars agree that the most reliable of the preserved quotations 

4 Erieh Ebeling and Bruno Meissner (eds.), Reallexikon der Assyríologie, Vol. II 
(Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de Grnyter & Co., 1938), pp. 2, 3. 

5 A translation with an extensive discussion of these fragments was published by 
Paul Sehnabel in Berossos und die Babyloniseh-Hellenistisehe Literatur (Leipzig 
and Berlin: B. G. Teubner, 1923). The first eomplete English translation of the 
surviving fragments of Berossus’ work has been published by Stanley Mayer 
Burstein in The Babyloniaea of Berossus. Sources from the Aneient Near East, Vol. 

I, faseiele 5 (Malibu, Calif.: Undena Publications, 1978). 

6 See Flavius Josephus, Against Apion, Book L19-21; Antìquities of the Jews, Book 
X:XI, 1. The Ohroniele of Eusebius is preserved only in an Armenian version, 
except for the excerpts preserved in the Ohronographia of the Byzantine ehronieler 
Georgius Syncellus (late eighth and early ninth centuries C.E.). 

7 Gregory E. Sterling, Historioqraphu and Self-Definition (Leiden, New York, Koln: E. 

J. Brill, 1992), pp. 106, 260, 261. 
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from Berossiis’ work are those of Flavius Josephus. 8 

Where did Berossus get his information on the Neo-Babylonian 
kings? 

Aeeording to his own words he “translated many books which 
had been preserved with great eare at Babylon and which dealt with 
a period of more than 150,000 years.” 9 These “books” included 
accounts of legendary kings “before the Flood” with very 
exaggerated lengths of reign. 

His history of the dynasties after the Flood down to the reign of 
the Babylonian king Nabonassar (747-734 B.C.E.) is also far from 
reliable and evidently eontained much legendary material and 
exaggerated lengths of reign. 

Berossus himself indieates that it was impossible to give a 
trustworthy history of Babylonia before Nabonassar, as that king 
“eolleeted and destroyed the reeords of the kings before him in 
order that the list of Chaldaean kings might begin with him.” 10 

Despite these problems, however, for later periods, and espeeially 
for the eritieal Neo-Bakylonian period, it has been established that 
Berossus used the generally very reliable Babylonian ehronieles, or 
sources similar to these documents, and that he carefully reported 

8 Burstein, for example, says: “The earliest are those made by Josephus in the first 
century A.D. from the seetions eoneerning the seeond and particularly the third 
book of the Babyloniaea, the latter indeed providing our best evidenee for Berossus’ 
treatment of the Neo-Babylonian period.” (Op. eit., pp. 10, 11; emphasis added.) 
Josephus’ lengthy quotation on the Neo-Babylonian era in Against Apion is best 
preserved in Eusebius’ Preparation for the Gospel, Book IX, ehapter XL. (See the 
discussion by H. St. J. Thaekeray in Josephus, Vol. I [Loeb dassieal Library, Vol. 
38:1), London: William Heinemann, and New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1926, pp. 
xviii, xix.) The defieient textual transmission of Eusebius’ Chronicle, therefore, is of 
no consequence for our study. The Watch Tower Soeiety, in its Bible dietionary 
Insight on the Scriptures (Vol. I, p. 453), devotes only one paragraph to Berossus. 
Almost the whole paragraph eonsists of a quotation from A. T. Olmstead’s Assyrian 
Historiography in which he deplores the tortuous survival history of Berossus’ 
fragments via Eusebius’ Chronicle (ef. note 6 above). Although this is true, it is, as 
noted, essentially irrelevant for our discussion. 

9 Burstein, op. eit., p. 13. The Armenian version of Eusebius’ Chronicle gives 
“2,150,000 years” instead of “150,000,” the figure preserved by Syncellus. None of 
them is believed to be the original figure given by Berossus. (Burstein, p. 13, note 
3.) 

10 Burstein, op. eit., p. 22. 
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their eontents in Greek. 11 The figures he gives for the reigns of the 
Neo-Babylonian kings substantially agree with the figures given by 
those aneient cuneiform documents. 

A-2: The Royal Canon 

Ptolemj’s Canon or, more eorreetiy, the Royal Canon is a list of kings 
and their lengths of reign beginning with the reign of Nabonassar 
in Babylon (747-734 B.C.E.), through the Babylonian, Persian, 
Greek, Roman, and Byzantine rulers. 

The kinglist had been included in the Handj Tables prepared by 
the famous astronomer and geographer Claudius Ptolemj (70-165 
C.E.), who ended the list with the eontemporary Roman ruler 
Antoninus Pius (C.E. 138-161). 12 That is why it has beeome 
known as Ptolemj’s Canon. (See the faeing page.) There is, however, 
evidenee that kinglists of this type must have been in use long 
before the time of Claudius Ptolemy. 

The reason why the kinglist could not have originated with 
Claudius Ptolemy is that a table of this kind was a prerequisite for 
the researeh and calculations performed by the Babylonian and 
Greek astronomers. Without it they would have had no means for 
dating the astronomieal events their calculations showed as 
occurring in the distant past. 

Aneient fragments of such kinglists written on papyms have 
been found. 13 The renowned expert on Babylonian astronomy, F. 

11 Burstein points out that, although Berossus made a number of surprising errors 
and exercised little eritieism on his sources, “the fragments make it elear that he 
did ehoose good sources, most likely from a library at Babylon, and that he reliably 
reported their eontents in Greek” (Burstein, op. eit., p. 8. Emphasis added.) Robert 
Drews, in his artiele “The Babylonian Ohronieles and Berossus,” published in Iraq, 
Vol. XXXVII, part 1 (Spring 1975), arrives at the same conclusion: “That the 
ehronieles were among these reeords eannot be doubted.” (p. 54) This has been 
demonstrated by a careful eomparison of Berossus’ statements with the 
Babylonian ehronieles. Paul Sehnabel, too, concludes: “That he everywhere has 
used cuneiform reeords, above all the ehronieles, is manifest at every step.” — 
Sehnabel, op. eit. (see note 5 above), p. 184. 

12 The three oldest manuscripts of Ptolemy’s Handy Tables eontaining the kinglist 
date from the eighth to tenth centuries. See Leo Depuydt, —More Valuable than all 
Gold’: Ptolemy’s Royal Canon and Babylonian ehronology,” in Joumal of Cuneiform 
Studies, Vol. 47 (1995), pp. 101-106. The list of kings was continued by 
astronomers after Ptolemy well into the Byzantine period. 

13 G. J. Toomer, Ptolemy’s Almagest (London: Gerald Duckworth & Co., 1984), p. 10, 
ftn. 12. The fragments, however, are later than Ptolemy. 



The Length of Reigns of the Neo-Babylonian Kings 95 



N* iu«a d«r 

*V»| 

liabn) 

íVttfvv- 

oeytiay tj 

1. 

i'oeaoa^av 

‘í<*4> 

«r 04) 


ÌV«ítoi> 

í 8 i 

«c (« 6 ) 


.VirMen Hivi JI4fO« 

xt* (*l) 


'Hoviatov 

* (5) 

« ( 26 ) 



«fì (**> 

1»J (3»> 


^pxfccroi> 

* (5) 

f*r (43) 



fi (3) 

(** (45) 

-ea 

Bíiifìoo 

/ (3) 

(t»l ( 48 ) 


vÍ7ÍO^KVÍíJÍOU 

-- ( 6 ) 

*i (S4> 



«* (*i 

*•* (S5> 


^íeifijtfffáO^KKOV 

<r (4) 

*■«>■ (59> 


(fífíafl iX tr vra) 

»í <a> 

£í (67) 


Vítf«e«tí ívov 
J^autf^iit^;ívov 

i/ («3> 

7» <So) 


Jt (jo) 

Q (lOO ) 

P4 

Jvi vijl«íu rao 

(«) 

pxf{ ( 122 ) 


iSTojfoTT oia tftfáfOV 

X« (Z(> 

<?l*7 («43) 


jVaj>oxoÌatf(nr^ov 

VV <43> 

(iar*r (t£ 6 ) 


*J iio«t»OV4ÍáfiOV 

fí <=*> 

(jtíij (1 88 ) 


jYijpt/oooiatftfá^ov 

J <4> 

( 193 ) 
tffr ( 209 ) 


, iVofíovtfrfíov 

4C((7> 

2 . 


fl- Í9> 

<rrrj iS) 


Àaji^voov 

»f ( 8 ) 

tíxr ( 226 ) 


Jíí^fiov ^ptárov 

(3*> 

o£fl (x6z) 

4 i 

AffiÌOV 

*« <*() 

a-nr (» 83 ) 

‘Jerc|^iov itpíLrov 
Jorptiov dfvr^pov 

l««(41> 

*x3 ( 324 ) 

S 1 

(«9> 

r (*7 (343) 

e 

Vi<tv«Ìt^Ìov áfVfe^ov 

|tí ( 40 ) 

rx-í» (3«9> 

£ 

'3ìjfOU 

X«(íl) 

vt (4< u ) 


fí (4) 

vtfi ( 4 »a) 


Japtto v fpttov 
*sílír£t~vÓ(*Ot? AÍCXtdtìVOt 

<f (4> 

vt? (4 * 6 ) 


V ( 8 > 

vxà ( 424 ) 

3. 

■ íí»titWIXOV fO O ftff 

ttv^ov ròv xrttfr 7 {V 

f (7) 

r-irt ( 43 «) 


Uit|uvò^ov iff^OV 

*/> <(*> 

B.‘«7 (443) 

o 

nroit^taov J«yov 

X ( 20 Ì 

( 463 ) 


*i»Uudtl«pov 

3>( (3»> 

«jp« (501 > 


Àvtpyfrov 

«(. ( = 5) 

(526> 

-j 

‘i^io^nropoff 

■ÍC7) 

«T(*7 (543) 


'iíjrtgj ii »>ov v 

*í (*4> 

<P&£ (5*7) 

‘a 

íí'íiojttjro po s* 

3* (35> 

jiff ( 603 ) 


jKvt^yírov devripov 

*»(*9) 

Zltt ( 631 ) 


X( 0 TÌj 90 ff 

3* (3<S> 

*£r( 667 ) 


Jiovvtfov viov 

*»(*9) 

74 £ < 696 ) 


. XZeO9fÓT0tts 

x/i C*^> 

•^t>) ( 718 ) 

4. 

Jv/OVtffOV 

f*7 (43> 

(7* O 


Ti/Bptov 

*fj ( 22 ) 

*P«*7C783> 


r*uíov 

J <4> 

*c«r ( 787 ) 


JvittVÒtOV 

<■> (14) 

Í4>ítf (80 I) 


iVf^«vog 

t<f <«4) 

UUÉ( 8 fS) 


Ov t cri*cc tfto: tov 

t («o) 

coxc (S 25 ) 


Tírou 

7 C3> 

toxq (S 28 ) 


Jo ttítttt voí 

«*(«5) 

«(«7 ( 843 ) 

& 

Nf^ovet 

« CD 

tu(*<i ( 844 ) 


Tpcua*ov 

l» ( 19 ) 

»éy ( 863 ) 


’Jáytavov 

xct (ai) 

( 884 .) 


JiiÌov !4vr«vírov 

*7 (*3) 

■TTiee^o?) 


The Royal Canon (“Ptolemy’s Canon”) 

The kingHst begins with the reign of Nabonassar in Babylon (747- 
734 BCE) and ends with the Roman emperor Antoninus Pius 
(138-161 CE). From F. K. Ginzel, Handbneh der matematisehen und 
teehnisehen Chronologie, Vol. I :Leipzig 1906), p. 139. 





96 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


X. Kugler, concluded that the so-ealled Ptolemy’s Canon “had 
evidently been worked out by one or more experts on the 
Babylonian astronomy and ehronology, and through the use in the 
Alexandrian sehool successfully had passed scrupulous indireet 
tests.” 14 Dr. Eduard Meyer wrote in a similar vein about the eanon 
in 1899, pointing out that, “as it belonged to the traditional material 
of knowledge of the astronomers, it was inherited from seholar to 
seholar; not even Hipparehm [2nd century B.C.E.] could have gone 
without the Babjlonian list ,” 15 

This is the reason why Professor Otto Neugebauer termed the 
expression “Ptolemy’s Canon” a misnomer: 

It is a misnomer to eall such ehronologieal tables ‘Ptolemaie 
eanon.’ Ptolemy’s ‘Almagest’ never eontained such a eanon (in spite 
of assertions to the eontrary often made in modern literature), but 
we know that a [iaaiLsojv ypoooypatfia [ehroniele of kings] had 
been included in his ‘Handy Tables’ .... On the other hand, there 
is no reason whatsoever to think that royal eanons for astronomieal 
purposes did not exist long before Ptolemy. 16 

The eanon, or kinglist, was therefore in use centuries before 
Claudius Ptolemy. It was inherited and brought up-to-date from 
one generation of seholars to the next. 

It should be observed that the eanon not only presents a 
mnning list of kings and their reigns; in a separate column there is a 
ninning summarj of the individual reigns all the way from the first 
king, Nabonassar, to the end of the list. This system provides a 
double eheek of the individual fìgures, ensuring that they have been 
eorreetly eopied from one seholar to the next. (See “The Royal 
Canon” on the preeeding page.) 

From what source did the eompiler(s) of the Royal Canon get 
the kinglist? It was evidently eompiled from sources similar to 
those used by Berossus. Friedrieh Sehmidtke explains: 


14 Franz Xaver Kugler, Sternkunde and Stemdienst in Babel, II. Buch, II. Teil, Heft 2 
(Munster in Westfalen: Asehendorffsehe Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1924), p. 390. 
Translated from the German. 

15 Eduard Meyer, Forsehiingen zur alten Gesehiehte, Zweiter Band (Halle a. S.: Max 
Niemeyer, 1899), pp. 453-454. Translated from the German. Emphasis added. 

16 Otto Neugebauer, “'Years’ in Royal Canons,” A Locust’s Leg. Studies in honour of S. 
H. Taqizadeh, ed. W. B. Henning and E. Yarshater (London: Perey Lund, 
Humphries & Co., 1962), pp. 209, 210. Compare also J. A. Brinkman in A Politieal 
History of Post-Kassite Babylonia, 1158-722 B.C. (Rome: Pontificium Institutum 
Biblicum, 1968),p. 22. 
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With respeet to the dependenee of the sotirees, the Canon of 
Ptol[emy] has eertainly to a great extent taken its stuff from the 
Bab[ylonianj Chron[icles]. This is elear from the eharaeteristie 
afíaoTÀsvm svrj [years of interregnum] 688-681, which is also found 
in the Chronicle (III, 28), while the King List A at this plaee 
introduces Sennaeherib instead, as well as for the two afiaoTÁsvm 
ettj 704—703. The Canon of Ptol. like the Chronicle reproduces 
here the Babylonian tradition, which did not reeognize 
Sennaeherib as the legitimate king, as he had saeked and destroyed 
Babylon. 17 

There is also some evidenee that the Royal Canon refleets not 
only Babylonian ehronieles, but also aneient Babylonian kinglists 
eompiled by Babylonian seribes. Thus seholars have concluded that 
it was based upon Babylonian ehronieles and kinglists, probably 
through intermediary sources, but evidently independent of Berossm d 8 
This is a very important conclusion, as the figures given in the 
eanon for the Neo-Babylonian kings are in substantial agreement 
with Berossus’ earlier figures. 

Thus we have two independent witnesses refleeting the length 
of the Neo-Babylonian era set out in the aneient ehronieles, and 
even if those ehronieles are only partially preserved on cuneiform 
tablets, their figures for the lengths of reign of the Neo-Babylonian 
kings have to all appearanees been eorreetly transmitted to us via 
Berossus and the Royal Canon. 19 


17 Friedrieh Sehmidtke, Der Aufbau der Babylonisehen Ohronologie (Munster, Westf.: 
Asehendorffsehe Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1952), p.41. Translated from the German. 

18 Burstein, for example, points out that the eanon “represents a Babylonian 
tradition about the first millennium B.C. that is independent of Berossus as ean be 
seen from the order and forms of the names of the kings.” (Op. eit., p.38) On the 
same page Burstein gives a translation of the eanon which, unfortunately, 
eontains a couple of errors. The regnal years shown for Nebuchadnezzar, “ 23”, is a 
misprint for “43”; and the name “Illoaroudamos” in the eanon eorresponds to 
“Awel-Marduk”, not “Labasi-Marduk”. For a reliable publication of the eanon, see, 
for example, E. J. Biekerman, Ohronology of the Aneient World, revised edition 
(London: Thames and Hudson, 1980), pp. 109-111. 

19 Of the two sources, the Royal Canon is elearly the better witness. As Professor J. A. 
Brinkman points out, the eanon “is of known and praiseworthy accuracy.” (Op. eit. 
[note 16 above], p. 35) Modern diseoveries of Babylonian ehronieles, kinglists, 
astronomieal texts, ete., written in cuneiform may be shown to be in eomplete 
agreement with the eanon all the way from the eighth century to the first century 
B.C.E. The evidenee of this is briefly discussed in C. O. Jonsson, “The Foundations 
of the Assyro-Babylonian ehronology,” Ohronology & Oatastrophism Revieu>, Vol. IX 
(Harpenden, England: Soeiety for interdiseiplinary Studies, 1987), pp. 14-23. 
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TABLE 1: THE REIGNS OF THE NEO-BABYLONIAN KINGS 
AGGORDING TO BEROSSÍJS AND THE ROYAL CANON 


NAME 

BEROSSLJS 

ROYALCANON 

B.C.E. 

Nabopolassar 

21 years 

21 years 

625-605 

Nebuchadnezzar 

43 years 

43 years 

604-562 

Awel-Marduk* 

2 years 

2 years 

561-560 

Neriglissar 

4 years 

4 years 

559-556 

Labashi-Marduk 

9 months 

— 

556 

Nabonidus 

17 years 

17 years 

555-539 


*Called Evil-Merodaeh at 2 Kings 25:27 and Jeremiah 52:31. 


The Royal Canon omits Labashi-Marduk, as it always reekons 
ivhole years only. Labashi-Marduk’s short reign of only a few 
months fell in Neriglissar’s last year (which was also the aeeession- 
year of Nabonidus). 20 The Royal Canon, therefore, could leave him 
out. 

If these lists are eorreet, the first year of Nebuchadnezzar would 
be 604/ 603 B.C.E. and his eighteenth year, when he desolated 
Jemsalem, would be 587/86 B.C.E., not 607 B.C.E. as in Watch 
Tower ehronology. 

But even if these lists give a tme representation of the lengths of 
reign given in the original Neo-Babylonian ehronieles, how do we 
know that the ehronologieal information originally eontained in 
these ehronieles is reliable? How ean the lengths of reign of the 
kings be turned into an “absolute ehronology”'' 21 


20 As shown by eontemporary cuneiform documents, Neriglissar died in the first 
month of his fourth regnal year (in late April or early May). His son and successor, 
Labashi-Marduk, was killed in a rebellion after a reign of about two months. The 
figure given by Berossus via Josephus, “9” months, is eommonly regarded as a 
transmission error for an original “2” months, the Greek signs (=letters) for “9” (0) 
and “2” ((3) being quite similar. (R. A. Parker and W. H. Dubberstein, Babylonian 
Ohronology 626 B.C.-A.D. 75, Providenee: Brown University Press, 1956, p. 13.) 
The Uruk King List (discussed below) indieates a rule of three months for Labashi- 
Marduk, which undoubtedly refers to the eity of Uruk, where he was reeognized as 
king for parts of three months (Nisanu, Ayyarn, and Simanu) aeeording to the 
eontraet tablets.—Paul-Alain Beaulieu, The Reign of Nabonidus, King of Babylon, 
556-539 B.C. (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1989), pp. 86-90. 

21 As pointed out in the previous ehapter, an absolute ehronology is best established 
by the aid of astronomieally fixed dates. Claudius Ptolemy, in his famous work 
Almagest, reeords a large number of aneient astronomieal observations, many of 
which are detailed deseriptions of lunar eelipses. One of these is dated to the fifth 
year of Nabopolassar and has been identified with one that took plaee in 621 
B.C.E. If this was the fifth year of Nabopolassar, his 21 years of reign would be 
fixed to 625-605 B.C.E. The first year 
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B. THE CUNEIFORM DOCUMENTS* 

Today, historians do not need either Berossus or the Royal Canon 
in order to fix the length of the Neo-Babylonian period. Its length 
may be firmly established in many other ways, thanks to the 
numerous cuneiform documents diseovered from this period. 

It is a remarkable faet that more cuneiform documents have 
been excavated from the Neo-Babylonian period than from any 
other pre-Christian era. Literally tens of thomands of texts have been 
found, primarily eonsisting of business, administrative, and legal 
documents, but there are also historieal documents such as 
ehronieles and royal inseriptions. 

Most important are the diseovery of astronomieal cuneiform texts 
reeording dated observations of the moon and the planets from the 
period. Most of this material is written in the Akkadian language 
and has been unearthed in Mesopotamia sinee the middle of the 
nineteenth century. 

The first group of documents of interest to us fall within the 
eategory shown on the following page, with others on subsequent 
pages. 


of his son and successor, Nebuchadnezzar, would then have begun in 604 B .C.E. 
and his 18th year (when he desolated Jerusalem) in 587. Some seholars, however, 
have questioned the reliability of the astronomieal observations reeorded by 
Ptolemy. In his sensational book, The Crime of Claudius Ptolemy (Baltimore and 
London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1977), Dr. Robert R. Newton elaimed 
that Ptolemy fudged, not only a large body of the observations he says he made 
himself, but also a number of the observations he reeords from earlier periods. 
(The evidenee is, though, that all observations from earlier periods reeorded by 
Ptolemy were taken over from the Greek mathematieian Hipparchus [seeond 
century B.C.E.[, who in turn got them direetly from Babylonian astronomers. See 
G. J. Toomer’s artiele, “Hipparchus and Babylonian Astronomy,” in A Seientifie 
Humanist. Studies in Memory of Abraham Saehs, eds. E. Leiehty, M. del. Ellis, & P. 
Gerardi, Philadelphia, 1988, pp. 353-362.) On the assumption that Ptolemy was 
the originator of “Ptolemy’s Canon,” Newton also felt that Ptolemy’s supposed 
forgery may have extended to inventing the lengths of reign in this kinglist. But as 
the kinglist was not a ereation of Ptolemy, Newton was mistaken in this. In earlier 
editions of the present work Newton’s elaims and the ensuing debate they have 
caused in seholarly journals were discussed at some length. This digression from 
the main subject has been left out in this edition not only for reasons of spaee, but 
also because the observations reeorded by Ptolemy really are of little importanee 
for our discussion. It should be noted, however, that “very few historians of 
astronomy have aeeepted Newton’s conclusions in their entirety.”— Dr. James 
Evans in the Journal for the History of Astronomy, Vol. 24 Parts 1/2,1993, pp. 145, 
146. (Dr. Newton died in 1991.) An artiele on R. R. Newton and the Royal Canon is 
published on the web: http://user.tninet.se/~oof408u/fkf/english/newtpol.htm 
For the readers eonvenienee, this artiele has been added to the material at the end 
of the present book. 

* “Cuneiform” refers to the “wedge-shaped” seript used on these aneient elay 
tablets. The signs were impressed on the damp elay with a pointed stiek or reed 
(stylus). 
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B-l: Chronicles, kinglists, and royal inseriptions 
a) Neo-Babylonian Chronicles 

A ehroniele is a form of historieal narrative eovering a sequence of 
events. 

Several cuneiform ehronieles eovering parts of Neo-Babylonian 
history have been diseovered, all of which are kept in the British 
Museum, London. Most of them are probably eopies of (or 
extracts from) original documents written eontemporary with the 
events. 22 

The most reeent translation of them has been published by A. 
K. Grayson in Assyrian and Babylonian ChroniclesP Grayson 
subdivides the Babylonian ehronieies into two parts, the first of 
which is ealied the Neo-Babyionian Chronicle Series (Chronicles 1— 
7). Chronicle 1 (— B.M. 92502) begins with the reign of Nabonassar 
(747-734 B.C.E.) and ends with the aeeession-year of Shamash- 
shuma-ukin (668 B.C.E.). Chronicles 2-7 begin with the aeeession- 
year of Nabopolassar (626 B.C.E.) and continue into the beginning 
of the reign of Cyrus (538 B.C.E.). 

What do these “ehronieles” eonsist of? With respeet to the 
eontents of the ehronieles, Grayson explains: 

The narrative is divided into paragraphs with eaeh paragraph 
normally devoted to one regnal year. The text is eoneerned only 
with matters related to Babylonia and, in particular, her king, and 
the events, which are almost exclusively politieal and military in 
eharaeter, are narrated in an objeetive and laeonieally dry 
manner. 24 


22 Professor D. J. Wiseman says: “The Neo-Babylonian Chronicle texts are written in a 
small seript of a type which does not of itself allow any preeise dating but which 
ean mean that they were written from any time almost eontemporary with the 
events themselves to the end of the Aehaemenid rule [331 B.C.E.].” (Chronicles of 
Chaldean Kings [London: The Tmstees of the British Museum, 1961], p. 4) 
Professor J. A. Brinkman is a little more speeifie, stating that the extant eopies of 
the Neo-Babylonian ehronieles are “slightly antedating the Historiai of Herodotus,” 
which was written e. 430 B.C.E. (J. A. Brinkman, “The Babylonian Chronicle 
Revisited,” in Lingering Over Words. Studies in Aneient Near Eastern Literature in 
Honor of William L. Moran, ed. T. Abusch, J. Huehnergard, and P. Steinkeller 
[Atlanta: Seholars Press, 1990], pp. 73, 85.) Dr. E. N. Voigtlander says that the 
eopies of the Neo-Babylonian ehronieles seem to eome from the reign of Darius I 
(Voigtlander, A Survey of Neo-Babylonian History [unpublished doetoral thesis, 
University of Miehigan, 1963], p. 204, note 45.) Chronicle 1A has a eolophon* in 
which it is explicitly stated that the text was eopied (from an earlier original) in the 
22nd year of Darius I (500/499 B.C.E.). 

23 A. K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles (Locust Valley, New York: J.J. 
Augustin Publisher, 1975). The work will hereafter be referred to as ABC. 

24 A. K. Grayson in Reallexikon der Assyriologie and vorderasiatisehen Arehàologie 
(heneeforth abbreviated RLA), ed. D. O. Edzard, Vol. VI (Berlin and New York: 
Walter de Gmyter, 1980), p. 86. 

* The term eolophon derives from a tablet inseription appended by a seribe to the end of an 
aneient Near East (e.g., Early/Middle/Late Babylonian, Assyrian, Canaanite) text such as 
a ehapter, book, manuscript, or reeord. In the aneient Near East, seribes typieally 
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Obverse 


Reverse 




The Babylonian Ohroniele BM 21946 

This ehroniele eovers the pehod from Nabopolassahs 21 st year (605/04 
B.C.E.) to Nebuchadnezzahs lOdi year (595/94 B.GE.). Photo used 
eonrtesy of D. J. Wiseman (shown in his Nehtehadm^ar and Babybn, Plate 

vi). 


reeorded information on elay tablets. The eolophon usually eontained faets relative to 
the text such as assoeiated person(s) ( e.g ., the seribe, owner, or eommissioner of the 
tablet), literary eontents ( e.g ., a title, "eateh" phrase, number of lines), and oeeasion or 
purpose of writing. Colophons and "eateh phrases" (repeated phrases) helped the reader 
organize and identify various tablets, and keep related tablets together. 
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Most of these ehronieles are ineomplete. The extant (actually 
existing) parts of Chronicles 2-7 eover the following regnal years: 

TABLE 2: EXTANTPARTS OF THE NEO-BABYLONIAN CHRONICLES 2-7 


CHRONICLE NO. 

No.2 = B.M. 25127 

3 = B.M. 21901 

4 = B.M. 22047 

5 = B.M. 21946 

6 = B.M. 25124 

7 = B.M. 35382 


RLTLER 

Nabopolassar 

Nabopolassar 

Nabopolassar 

Nabopolassar 

N ebuchadnezzar 

Neriglissar 

Nabonidus 

Nabonidus 


REGNAL YEARS 
COVERED 
aee.-year - 3 
10-17 
18-20 
21 

aee.-year - 10 

3 

1 - 11 
17 


In all, the Neo-Babylonian period (625-539 B.C.E.) includes a 
total of eighty-seven regnal years. As is seen in the preeeding table, 
less than half of these years are eovered by the preserved parts of 
the ehronieles. Yet some important information may be gathered 
from them. 

ehroniele 5 (B.M. 21946) shows that Nabopolassar mled Babylon 
for twenty-one years, and that he was succeeded by his son 
Nebuchadnezzar. That part of the text says: 


For twenty-one years Nabopolassar ruled Babylon. On the 
eighth day of the month Ab he died. In the month of Elul 
Nebuchadnezzar (II) returned to Babylon and on the first day 
of the month he aseended the royal throne in Babylon. 25 


The last ehroniele (B .M. 35382), the famons Naboniehts Chronkle, 
eovers the reign of Nabonidus, who was the father of Belshazzar. 
This ehroniele unfortunately is damaged. The portion eovering 
Nabonidus’ twelfth year to his sixteenth year of rule is laeking, and 
the portion where the words for “seventeenth year” no doubt 
originally could be read, is damaged. 26 

Notably, however, for the sixth year it is stated that Cyrus, king 
of Anshan, defeated the Median king Astyages and captured 
Eebatana, the eapital of Media. 27 If Nabonidus ruled for seventeen 


25 Grayson, ABC (1975), pp. 99, 100. 

26 Ibid. p. 109. 

27 Ibid., pp. 106, 107. “The sixth year,” too, is missing, but as the reeord for eaeh year 
is separated from the next year by a horizontal line, and as the account of 
Astyages’ defeat immediately preeeeds the reeord for the seventh year, it is quite 
evident that it refers to the sixth year. - Anshan was a eity and also an arehaie 
name of the provinee in which it was situated, Parsa (Persis), which lay at the 
Persian Gulf southeast of Babylonia. At the time of Cyrus’ rise to power, Anshan 
(Parsa) was a Median tributary kingdom. 
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The Nabonidus Chronicle, 
eontaining the account of the fall of Babylon. 

Photo iised courtesy of the Trastees of the British Museum 


years and if he was dethroned by Cyrus in 539 B.C.E., his first year 
must have been 555/54 B ,C.E. and his sixth year, when Cyrus 
conquered Media, must have been 550/49 B.C.E. 

The Watch Tower Soeiety, in faet, agrees with these datings. The 
reason is that the seeirlar basis of its ehronology, 539 B.C.E. as the 
date for the fall of Babylon, is direetly eonneeted with the reign of 
Cyrus. The Greek historian Herodotus, in the fifth century B.C.E., 
says that Cyrus’ total rule was twenty-nine years. 28 As Cyrus died in 
530 B.C.E., in the ninth year of his rule over Babylonia, his first 
year as king of Anshan must have begun in e. 559 B.C.E., or about 
three years before Nabonidus aeeeded to the throne of Babylon. 

Suppose now that twenty years have to be added to the Neo- 
Babylonian era, which is required if the destmetion of Jemsalem is 


28 Herodotus’ Historiai 1:210-216. Other aneient historians such as Ktesias, Dinon, 
Diodoms, Africanus, and Eusebius roughly agree with this length of reign for 
Cyrus. — See Insight on the Scriptures (1988), Vol. 1, p. 454. 




104 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


set at 607 rather than 587 B.C.E., and that we add these twenty 
years to the reign of Nabonidus, making it thirty-seven years 
instead of seventeen. Then his first year must have been 575/74 
B.C.E. instead of 555/54. Nabonidus’ sixth year, when Astyages 
was defeated by Cyrus, would then be moved baek from 550/49 to 
570/69 B.C.E. 

Those dates, however, are impossible, as Cyrus did not eome to 
power until e. 559 B.C.E., as was shown above. He elearly could 
not have defeated Astyages ten years before he eame to power! 
This is why the Soeiety eorreetiy dates this battie in 550 B.C.E., 
thereby indieating Nabonidus’ reign of seventeen years to be 
eorreet, as is held by all authorities and elassieal authors. 29 

Though the ehronieles available do not furnish a eomplete 
ehronology for the Neo-Babylonian period, the information which 
they do preserve supports the dates for the lengths of the reigns of 
the Neo-Babylonian kings given by Berossus and the Royal Canon. 

As the earlier-presented evidenee strongly indieates that both of 
these sources derived their information from the Babylonian 
ehronieles independent of eaeh other, and as their figures for the 
Neo-Babylonian reigns agree, it is logieal to conclude that the 
ehronologieal information originally given in the Neo-Babylonian 
ehronieles has been preserved unaltered by Berossus and the Royal 
Canon. 

Even if this is agreed upon, however, ean the information given 
by these Babylonian ehronieles be trusted? 

It is often pointed out that the Assyrian seribes distorted history 
in order to glorify their kings and gods. “It is a well known faet that 
in Assyrian royal inseriptions a serious military set-baek is never 
openly admitted.” 30 Sometimes seribes garbled the narration by 

29 lnsight on the Scriptures (1988), Vol. 1, pp. 454, 566; Vol. 2, p. 612. That Astyages 
was defeated in 550 B.C.E. may also be argued on other grounds. If, as stated by 
Herodotus (Historiai 1:130), Astyages ruled Media for thirty-five years, his reign 
would have begun in 585 B.C.E. (550+35=585). He was the successor of his father 
Cyaxares, who had died shortly after a battle with Alyattes of Lydia, which 
aeeording to Herodotus (Historiai 1:73, 74) was intermpted by a solar eelipse. 
Actually, a total solar eelipse visible in that area took plaee on May 28, 585 
B.C.E., which is eommonly identified with the one mentioned by Herodotus.—I. M. 
Diakonoff, The Cambridge History of Iran, Vol. 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1985), pp. 112, 126; ef. M. Miller, “The earlier Persian dates in 
Herodotus,” Klio, Vol. 37 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1959), p. 48. 

30 A. K. Grayson, “Assyria and Babylonia,” Orientalia, Vol.49, Fase. 2,1980, p. 171. 
See also Antti Laato in Vetus Testamentum, Vol. XLV:2, April 1995, pp. 198-226. 
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ehanging the date of a defeat and weaving it into an account of a 
later battie. 31 Do the Neo-Babylonian ehronieles treat history in 
this way, too? 

Dr. A. K. Grayson, a well-known authority on the Assyrian 
and Babylonian ebronieles, concludes: 

Unlike the Assyrian seribes the Babylonians neither fail to 
mention Babylonian defeats nor do they attempt to ehange them 
into vietories. The ehronieles eontain a reasonably reliable and 
representative reeord of important events in the period with which 
they are eoneerned. ’ 2 

We have reason for assurance, then, that the figures for the 
reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings given by these ehronieles and 
preserved to our time—thanks to Berossus and the Royal Canon— 
represent the actual reigns of these kings. This conclusion will be 
eonfirmed, over and over again, in the further discussion. 

b) Babylonian king lists 

A cuneiform king list differs from a ehroniele in that it is usually a 
list of royal names with the addition of regnal years, similar to the 
later Royal Canon. 

Although a number of king lists both from Assyria and Babylonia 
have been unearthed, only one of them eovers the Neo-Babylonian 
era: the Uruk King List, shown on the following page. 
Unfortunately, as ean be seen, it is badly preserved, and some 
portions of it are missing. Nonetheless, as will be demonstrated, it 
has definite historieal value. 

The preserved portions eover the periods from Kandalanu to 
Darius I (647-486 B.C.E.) and, on the reverse side, from Darius III 
to Seleucus II (335-226 B.C.E.). It was evidentiy eomposed from 
older sources sometime after the reign of Seleucus II. 


31 Grayson, ;b;d.(1980),p. 171. 

32 Ibid., p. 175. This does not mean that the ehronieles are infallible reeords. As Dr. J. 
A. Brinkman points out, “laek of nationalistie prejudice does not insure factual 
reliability; and the Babylonian ehronieles have their share of proven errors.” Still, 
he agrees that the ehronieles eontain an essentially reliable reeord of events and 
dates for the period between the eighth and sixth centuries B.C.E.: “For the period 
from 745 to 668, these documents list rnlers and exact dates of reign in Babylonia, 
Assyria, and Elam. Coverage thereafter is spotty, in part because of lacunae in the 
reeord; but these texts still furnish most of the preeise ehronologieal background 
for present knowledge of the downfall of the Late Assyrian Empire, the rise of the 
Neo-Babylonian Empire, the reign of Nabonidus, and the transition to Persian 
rule.”—Brinkman in Lingering Over Words (see note 22 above), pp. 74 and 100, 
note 148. For additional eomments on the reliability of the Neo-Babylonian 
ehronieles, see ehapter 7: “Attempts to overeome the evidenee.” 
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The Uruk King List (W 20030, 105) 


As reproduced byj. van Dijk in UVB 18 (Berlin 1962), tablet 28a. The 
transeription to the right is that of A. K. Grayson in RLd VI (1980), 
page 97. 


The Uruk King List was diseovered during the excavations at 
Uruk (modern Warka in southern Iraq) in 1959—60 together with 
about 1,000 other cuneiform texts (mostly eeonomie texts) from 
different periods. 33 

The preserved portion of the obverse (front or prineipal side), 
which includes the Neo-Babylonian period, gives the following 
ehronologieal information (damaged or missing portions are 
indieated by quotation marks or parentheses): 34 


33 The first transeription and translation of the text, which included an extensive 
discussion by Dr. J. van Dijk, was published in 1962.—J. van Dijk, UVB (= 
Vorlàufiger Berieht iiber die von dem Deutschen Areháologisehen Institut unter der 
Deutschen Orient-Gesellsehaft aus Mitteln der Deutschen Forschungsgemeinschaft 
unternommenen Ausgrabungen in Uruk-Warka), Vol. 18, Berlin, 1962, pp. 53-60. 
An English version of van Dijk’s translation (of the kinglist) is published by J. B. 
Pritehard, The Aneient Near East (Prineeton, New Jersey: Prineeton University 
Press, 1969), p. 566. Another, more reeent transeription by A. K. Grayson was 
published in 1980.—A. K. Grayson, RLA (see note 24 and the picture above), Vol. 
VI (1980), pp. 97, 98. 

34 Based upon Grayson’s transeription in RLA VI (1980), p. 97. 
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THE URUK KING LIST 
(obverse) 


21 years 

1 year 

21 years 
43 (ye)ars 

2 (ye)ars 

‘3’ (years) 8 months 
(...) 3 months 
T7P1’ (years) 


K(anda)lanu 
Sin-shum-lishir and 
Sin-shar-ishkun 
Nabopolassar 
N ebuchadnezzar 
Awel-Marduk 
Neriglissar 
Labashi-Marduk 
Nabonidus 


As is seen, the royal names and the preserved figures for the 
Neo-Babylonian period agree with those of Berossus and the Royal 
Canon: Nabopolassar is given 21 years, Nebuchadnezzar 43 years, 
and Awel-Marduk (Evil-merodaeh) 2 years. The only deviation is 
the length of Labashi-Marduk’s reign, which is given as 3 months 
against Berossus’ 9 months. The smaller figure is without doubt 
eorreet, as is proved by the eeonomie documents unearthed. 35 

In eontrast to the Royal Canon, which always gives ivhole years 
only, the Uruk King List is more speeifie in also giving months for 
the reigns of Neriglissar and Labashi-Marduk. The damaged figures 
for Neriglissar and Nabonidus may be restored (reeonstmeted) as 
“3 years, 8 months,” and “17 years,” respeetively. The eeonomie 
texts also indieate Neriglissar’s reign to have been three years and 
eight months (August 560—April 556 B.C.E.). 36 

Thus, onee again, we find the figures of Berossus and the Royal 
Canon eonfirmed by this aneient document, the Uruk King List. 
Admittedly, this king list was eomposed (from older documents) 
more than 300 years after the end of the Neo-Babylonian era. On 
this basis it might be argued that seribal errors may have erept into 
it. 


35 See note 20 above. At any rate, Labashi-Marduk’s reign was swallowed up by 
Neriglissar’s fourth year, which was also Nabonidus’ aeeession-year, and the total 
length of the era is not affeeted. 

36 J. van Dijk, UVB 18 (see note 33 above), page 57. As Neriglissar died in his fourth 
regnal year, his reign would normally have been counted ehronologieally as four 
years, aeeording to the Babylonian aeeession-year system. The Uruk King List 
deviates from this method at this point by giving more speeifie information. As van 
Dijk points out, “the list is more preeise than the [Royal] Canon and eonfirms 
throughout the results of the researeh.”—Arehiv fair Orìentforschung, ed. E. 
Weidner, Vol. 20 (Graz, 1963), p. 217. For further information on the month of 
Neriglissar’s aeeession and the Uruk King List, see the Appendix for ehapter 3. 
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So it is important to ask: Are there then no historieal reeords 
preserved from the Neo-Bahylonian era itself which establish its 
ehronology? Yes, there are, as is immediately evident. 

e) Royal inseriptions 

Royal inseriptions of different kinds (building inseriptions, votive 
inseriptions, annals, ete.) from the Assyrian and Babylonian eras 
themselves have been found in great numbers. 

In 1912 a German translation of the then-known Neo- 
Babylonian inseriptions was published by Stephen Langdon, but 
sinee then many new ones from the period in question have been 
unearthed. 37 A new translation of all the Neo-Babylonian royal 
inseriptions is therefore being prepared. 38 

This is an enormous task. Paul-Richard Berger estimates that 
about 1,300 royal inseriptions, one third of which are undamaged, 
have been found from the Neo-Babylonian period, most of them 
from the reigns of Nabopolassar and Nebuchadnezzar. 39 

For the ehronology that we are eoneerned with, three of the 
inseriptions are espeeially valuable. All of them are original 
documents from the reign of Nabonidus. 40 How do they aid in 
establishing the eritieal date for Jemsalem’s destmetion? 

We have seen that in advoeating a 607 B.C.E. date, the Watch 
Tower Soeiety questions the reliability of the duration of the Neo- 
Babylonian period as presented by both Berossus and the Royal 
Canon (often ealled Ptolemy’s Canon), finding the total 20 years 
too short. The first of the royal inseriptions to be discussed, ealled 


37 Stephen Langdon, Die neubabylonischeri Kónigsinsehriften (=Vorderasiatische 
Bibliothek, Vol. IV) (Leipzig: J. C. Hinriehs’sehe Buchhandlung, 1912). 

38 The first of the three planned volumes was published in 1973 as Paul-Richard 
Berger, Die neubabylonischen Kónigsinsehriften (=Alter Orient und Altes Testament, 
Vol. 4/1) (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1973). 

39 About 75 pereent of these documents were found in Babylon during the detailed 
excavations of R. Koldewey in 1899-1917. (Berger, ibid., pp. 1-3) As explained by 
Dr. Ronald Saek, “a virtual mountain” of royal inseriptions have survived from the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar alone. (Images of Nebuchadnezzar [Selinsgrove: 
Susquehanna IJniversity Press; London and Toronto: Assoeiated University Press, 
1991],p. 26.) Six of the inseriptions are from the reign of Awel-Marduk, eight from 
the reign of Neriglissar, and about thirty from the reign of Nabonidus. (Berger, op. 
eit., pp. 325388.) 

40 In 1989 Paul-Alain Beaulieu, in his doetoral thesis The Reign of Nabonidus, 
included a new catalogue with detailed deseriptions of the royal inseriptions from 
the reign of Nabonidus. —Paul-Alain Beaulieu, The Reign of Nabonidus, King of 
Babylon 556-539 B.C. (New Haven and London: Yale tJniversity Press, 1989), pp. 
1-42. 
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Nabonidus No. 18, eonfirms the length of reign for that king as 
found in those aneient sources. 

The seeond cuneiform tablet, Nabonidus No. 8, elearly 
establishes the total length of the reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings 
up to Nabonidus, and enables us to know both the beginning year 
of Nebuchadne 22 ar’s reign and the emeial year in which he 
desolated Jemsalem. 

The third, Nabonidus No. 24, provides the length of the reign 
of eaeh Neo-Babylonian king from the first mler, Nabopolassar, 
onward and down to the ninth year of the last mler, Nabonidus 
(Belsha 22 ar was evidently a eoregent with his father Nabonidus at 
the time of Babylon’s fall). 41 

Following are the details for eaeh of these cuneiform tablets: 

(1) Nabon. No.18 is a eylinder inseription from an unnamed year 
of Nabonidus. Fulfilling the desire of Sin, the moon-god, 
Nabonidus dedieated a daughter of his (named En-nigaldi-Nanna) 
to this god as priestess at the Sin temple of Ur. 

The important faet here is that an eelipse of the moon, dated in the 
text to Ululu 13 and observed in the morning watch, led to this 
dedieation. Ululu, the sixth month in the Babylonian ealendar, 
eorresponded to parts of August and September (or, sometimes, 
parts of September and Oetober) in our ealendar. The inseription 
explicidy states that the moon “set while eelipsed,” that is, the 
eelipse hegan before and ended after sunrise. 42 Its end, therefore, 
was invisible at Babylon. 

41 Unfortunately, seholars have arranged or numbered the inseriptions differently, 

which may cause some confusion. In the systems of Tadmor, Berger, and Beaulieu 

the three inseriptions are listed as follows: 



Tadmor 1965: 

Berger 1973: 

Beaulieu 1989: 

(1) 

Nabon. No. 18 

Nbd Zyl. II, 7 

No. 2 

(2) 

Nabon. No. 8 

Nbd Stl. Frgm. XI 

No. 1 

(3) 

Nabon. No. 24 

(missing) 

(Adad-guppi stele) 


Beaulieu’s arrangement is ehronologieal: No. 1 was written in Nabonidus’ first 
year, No. 2 in his seeond year, and No. 13 after year 13, possibly in year 14 or 15. 
(Beaulieu, op. eit., p.42.) In Tadmor’ s list Nabonidus’ inseriptions are numbered in 
the order of their publication, starting with the fifteen texts published by Langdon 
in 1912. (Hayim Tadmor, “The inseriptions of Nabunaid: Historieal Arrangement,” 
in Studies in Honor of Benno Landsberger on his Seventy-Fifth Birthday [= 
Assyriologieal Studies, No. 16], ed. H. Giiterboek & T. Jaeobsen, Chicago, The 
Chicago University Press, 1965, pp. 351-363.) The systems of Tadmor, Berger, and 
Beaulieu, in turn, differ from that of H. Lewy in Arehiv Orientální, Vol. XVII, Prague, 
1949, pp. 34, 35, note 32. In the discussion here presented Tadmor’s numbers will 
be used. 

42 This part of the text says, aeeording to Beaulieu’s translation: “On account of the 
wish for an entu priestess, in the month Ululu, the month (whose Sumerian name 
means) “work of the goddesses,’ on the thirteenth day the moon was eelipsed and 
set while eelipsed. Sin requested an entu priestess. Thus (were) his sign and his 



110 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


Of what signifieanee is all this? 

When sufficient details about a lunar eelipse are available and it 
is known that the eelipse occurred within a eertain limited time 
period in the past, astronomieal movements are so preeise that the 
date of a speeifie eelipse in a particular area ean be determined 
accurately. Sinee the details here meet the requirement, when 
during Nabonidus’ reign did the eelipse deseribed on the aneient 
tablet take plaee? 

In 1949 Hildegard Lewy examined the eelipse and found that 
only onee during Nabonidus’ reign did such an eelipse take plaee at 
this time of the year, that is, on September 26, 554 B.C.E. (Julian 
ealendar). 43 The eelipse began about 3:00 am. and lasted for about 
three hours. If Nabonidus ruled for seventeen years and his first 
year was 555/54 B.C.E., as is generally held, the eelipse and the 
dedieation of Nabonkhis’ daughter took plaee in his seeond regnal 
year (554/53 B.C.E.). 

A remarkable eonfirmation of this dating was brought to light 
twenty years later, when W. G. Lambert published his translation 
of four fragments of an inseription from Nabonidus’s reign which 
he named the Rojal Chronicle. The inseription establishes that the 
dedieation of Nabonidus’ daughter took plaee shordy before his 
third year, and obviously in his seeond, preeisely as Lewy had 
concluded. 44 

The lunar eelipse of Ululu 13, then, definitely fixes the seeond 
year of Nabonidus to 554/53 B.C.E. and his first year to 555/54, 

deeision.” (Beaulieu, op. eit., p. 127) The conclusion that this lunar eelipse 
indieated that Sin requested a priestess was evidently based on the astrologieal 
tablet series Ermrna Anu Enlil, the “Holy Writ” of the Assyrian and Babylonian 
astrologers, who regularly based their interpretations of astronomieal events on 
this old omina eolleetion. A lunar eelipse seen in the morning-watch of Ululu 13 is 
expressly interpreted in these tablets as an indieation that Sin desires a 
priestess.—See H. Lewy, “The Babylonian Background of the Kay Kaus Legend,” 
Arehiv Orientální Vol. XVII (ed. by B. Hrozny, Prague, 1949), pp. 50, 51. 

43 H. Lewy, op. eit., pp. 50, 51. 

44 W. G. Lambert, “A New Source for the Reign of Nabonidus, “Arehiv filr 
Orientforschung, Vol. 22 (ed. by Ernst Weidner, Graz, 1968/69), pp. 1-8. Lewy’s 
conclusion has been eonfirmed by other seholars. (See for example Beaulieu, 
op.eit., pp. 127-128.) The eelipse of September 26, 554 BCE, was examined in 
1999 by Professor F. Riehard Stephenson at Durham, England, who is a leading 
expert on aneient eelipses. He says: 

”My computed details are as follows (times to the nearest tenth of an hour): 

(i) Beginning at3.0 h[our] loeal time, lunar altitude 34deg[rees] in the SW. 

(ii) End at 6.1 h[our] loeal time, lunar altitude -3 deg[rees] in the W. 

The eelipse would thus end about 15 minutes after moonset. A deep 
penumbral eelipse may possibly be visible for a very few minutes and 
them is always the possibility of anomalous refraetion at the horizon. 

However, I would judge that the Moon indeed set eelipsed on this 
oeeasion.”—Letter Stephenson-Jonsson, dated Mareh 5, 1999. 
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thus giving a very strong eonfìrmation to the figures for 
Nabonidus’ reign set forth by Berossus and the Royal Canon. 45 

(2) Nabon. No. 8, or the Hillah stele, was diseovered at the end of 
the 19th century in the neighborhood of Hillah, about four miles 
southeast of the ruins of Babylon. 46 

The inseription “eonsists of a report on the aeeession year and 
the beginning of the first regnal year of Nabonidus” and may be 
shown, on the basis of internal evidenee, to have been written 
toward the middle of his first regnal year (in the autumn of 555 
B.C.E.) 47 

The information given on this stele alone helps us to establish the 
total length of the period from Nabopolassar to the beginning of the reign of 
Nabonidns. How does it do this? 

In several of his royal inseriptions (No. 1, 8, 24, and 25 in 
Tadmor’s list) Nabonidus says that in a dream in his aeeession jear, 
he was eommanded by the gods Marduk and Sin to rebuild Ehulhul, 
the temple of the moon god Sin in Harran. In eonneetion with this, 
the text under discussion (Nabon. No. 8) provides a very 
interesting pieee of information: 

(Concerning) Harran (and) the Ehulhul, which had been lying 
in rnins for 54 years because of its devastation by the Medes (who) 
destroyed the sanctuaries, with the eonsent of the gods the time 
for reeoneiliation approaehed, 54 years, when Sin should return to 
his plaee. When he returned to his plaee, Sin, the lord of the tiara, 
remembered his lofty seat, and (as to) all the gods who left his 
ehapel with him, it is Marduk, the king of the gods, who ordered 
their gathering. 4íi 


45 Someone might elaim it is possible to find another lunar eelipse setting heliaeally 
on UMW 13 a number of years earlier that fits the deseription given by Nabonidus, 
perhaps about twenty years earlier, in order to adapt the observation to the 
ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety. However, modern astronomieal 
calculations show that no such lunar eelipse, visible in Babylonia, took plaee at 
this time of the year within twenty years, or even ivithinfifty years before the reign 
of Nabonidus! The elosest lunar eelipse of this kind occurred fifty-four years 
earlier, on August 24, 608 B.C.E. The lunar eelipse of Nabon. No. 18, therefore, 
ean only be that of September 26, 554 B.C.E. For additional information on the 
identifieation of aneient lunar eelipses, see the Appendix for ehapter 4: “Some 
eomments on aneient lunar eelipses “ 

46 A translation of the text was published by S. Langdon in 1912, op. eit. (note 37 
above), pp.53-57, 270-289. For an English translation, see Aneient Near Eastem 
Texts (hereafter referred to as ANET), ed. James B. Pritehard (Prineeton, N. J.: 
Prineeton University Press, 1950), pp. 308-311. 

47 Col. IX mentions Nabonidus’ visit to southern Babylonia soon after a New Years’ 
festival. This visit is also documented in arehival texts from Larsa dated to the first 
two months of Nabonidus’ first year. — Beaulieu, op. eit., pp. 21, 22, 117-127. 

48 Translated by Beaulieu, op. eit., p. 107. 
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The date when the temple Éhulhul in Harran was ruined by the 
Medes is known to us from two different reliable sources: 

The Babylonian Chronicle 3 (B.M. 21901) and the Harran 
inseription Nahon. H 1 ,B, also known as the Adad-gnppi’ stele 
(Nabon. No. 24 in Tadmor’s list). The ehroniele states that in the 
“sixteenth year” of Nabopolassar, in the month Marheshwan (parts 
of Oetober and November), “the Umman-manda (the Medes), 
[who] had eome [to help the king of Akkad, put their armies together 
and marehed to Harran [against Ashur-uball]it (II) who had 
aseended the throne in Assyria. . . . The king of Akkad reaehed 
Harran and [. ..] he captured the eity. He earried off the vast booty 
of the eity and the temple.” 49 The Adad-guppi’ stele gives the same 
information: 

Whereas in the 16th year of Nabopolassar, king of Babylon, 
Sin, ldng of the gods, with his eity and his temple was angry and 
went up to heaven—the eity and the people that (were) in it went 
to ruin. 50 

Thus it is obvious that Nabonidus reekons the “fifty-four years” 
from the sixteenth year of Nabopolassar to the beginning of his 
own reign when the gods eommanded him to rebuild the temple. 51 

This is in excellent agreement with the figures for the Neo- 
Babylonian reigns given by Berossus and the Royal Canon. As 


49 Grayson, ABC (1975), p. 95. The exact month for the destmetion of the temple is 
not given, but as the ehroniele further states that the king of Akkad went home in 
the month of Adar (the twelfth month, eorresponding to February/March), the 
destmetion must have occurred some time between Oetober, 610 and Mareh, 609 
B.C.E., probably towards the end of this period. 

50 C. J. Gadd, “The Harran inseriptions of Nabonidus,” in Anatolian StucLies, Vol. VIII, 
1958, p. 47. That the temple Éhulhul was laid in ruins at this time is eonfirmed by 
other inseriptions, including the Sippar Oylinder (No. 1 in Tadmor’s list) which says: 
“(Sin) beeame angry with that eity [Harran] and temple [Éhulhul]. He aroused the 
Medes ,who destroyed that temple and turned it into mins”—Gadd, ibid., pp. 72, 
73; Beaulieu, op. eit., p.58. 

51 The rebuilding of the temple Ehulhul is referred to in a number of texts which are 
not easily harmonized. Owing to some vagueness in the inseriptions, it is not elear 
whether the Harran temple was eompleted early in Nabonidus’ reign or after his 
ten year stay at Teima in Arabia. The problem has been extensively discussed by a 
number of seholars. Most probably, the projeet was started in the early years of 
Nabonidus’ reign, but could not be eompletely finished until after his return from 
Teima, perhaps in his thirteenth regnal year or later. (Beaulieu, op. eit., pp. 137, 
205-210, 239-241.) “The different texts surely refer to different stages of the 
work,” says Professor Henry Saggs in his review of the problem. (H. W. F. Saggs, 
Peoples of the Past: Babylonians, London: The Tmstees of the British Museum, 
1995, p. 170) Anyway, all seholars agree that Nabonidus reekons the fifty-four 
years from the sixteenth year of Nabopolassar untl his own aeeession-year when 
the “wrath” of the gods “did (eventually) ealm down,” aeeording to the Hillah stele 
(eol. vii), and Nabonidus “was eommanded” to rebuild the temple. For additional 
eomments on the Hillah stele, see the Appendix. 
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Nabopolassar reigned for twenty-one years ,fiveyears remained from 
his sixteenth year to the end of his reign. After that 
Nebuchadnezzar ruled forforty-threeyears, Awel-Marduk for tm, and 
Neriglissar for fouryears before Nabonidus eame to power (Labashi- 
Marduk’s few months may be disregarded). 

Summing up these regnal years (5+43+2+4) we get fiftyfour 
years-exactly as Nabonidus states on his stele. 

If, as has been established, Nabonidus’ first year was 555/554 
B.C.E., Nabopolassar’s sixteenth year must have been 610/609, his 
first year 625/624 and his twenty-first and last year 605/604 B.C.E. 
Nebuchadnezzar’s first year, then, was 604/603, and his eighteenth 
year, when he desolated Jemsalem, was 587/586 B.C.E.—not 607 
B.C.E. These dates agree eompletely with the dates arrived at from 
Berossus’ figures and the Royal Canon. 

Consequently, this stele adds its testimony in establishing the 
total length of the reigns of all the Neo-Babylonian kings prior to 
Nabonidus. The strength of this evidenee—produced right during 
the Neo-Babylonian era itself—eannot be insisted upon too 
strongly. 

(3) Nabon. No. 24, also known as the Adad-guppi’ inserìption, exists 
in two eopies. The first was diseovered in 1906 by H. Pognon at 
Eski Harran in south-eastern Turkey, in the mins of the aneient 
eity of Harran (known as Haran in Abraham’s time). The stele, now 
in the Arehaeologieal Museum at Ankara, is a grave inseription, 
evidently eomposed by Nabonidus for his mother, Adad-guppi’. 

The text not only includes a biographieal sketeh of Nabonidus’ 
mother from the time of Assyrian king Ashurbanipal and on to the 
ninth year of Nabonidus (when she died), but also gives the length 
of reign of eaeh of the Neo-Babylonian kings except, of course, of 
Nabonidus himself, who was still living. Unfortunately, in the first 
eopy the portion of the text setting out the reigns is damaged, and 
the only readable figures are the forty-three years of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign and the four years of Neriglissar’s reign. 52 

However, in 1956 Dr. D. S. Riee diseovered three other stelae at 
Harran from the reign of Nabonidus, one of ivhieh bore a duplicate 
inseription of the one diseovered in 1906! Fortunately, the seetions of 

52 For an extensive discussion of the inseription, see B. Landsberger, “Die Basaltstele 
Nabonids von Eski-Harran,” in Halil-Edhem Hàtira Kitabi, Kilt I (Ankara: Turk Tarih 
Kurumu Basimevi, 1947), pp. 115-152. An English translation is included in 
Pritehard’s ANET, pp. 311, 312. In ANET the translation of stele H 1, A, eol. II says 
“6th” year of Nabonidus, which is an error for “9th”. The original text elearly has 
“9th” year’. 



114 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 



The Adad-guppi’ inseription (Nabon. No. 24) 

Stele I-11, B, diseovered at Harran in 1956. The pietare shows the broken relief, and parts of eolmnns I 
and n. - From C. J. Gadd, “The Harran inseriptions of Nabonidus,” Anatolian Stttdies, Vol. VHI, 1958 
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the new stele eontaining the ehronologieal information were not 
damaged. The first of these seetions reads as follows: 

From the 20th year of Ashurbanipal, king of Assyria, when I 
was born, until the 42nd year of Ashurbanipal, the 3rd year of his 
son Ashur-etil-ili, the 21st year of Nabopolassar, the 43rd year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, the 2nd year of Awel-Merodach, the 4th year of 
Neriglissar, during (all) these 95 years in which I visited the temple 
of the great godhead Sin, ldng of all the gods in heaven and in the 
nether world, he looked with favor upon my pious good works 
and listened to my prayers, aeeepted my vows. 53 

It should be observed that the first two kings, Ashurbanipal and 
his son Ashur-etil-ili, were Assyrian kings, while the following kings 
were Neo-Babjlonian kings. This indieates that Adad-guppi’ first 
lived under Assyrian rule but then, in eonneetion with 
Nabopolassar’s revolt and liberation of Babylonia from the 
Assyrian yoke, was brought under Babylonian rule. 54 Nabonidus’ 
mother lived to be a eentenarian, and fiirther on in the text a 
eomplete summary of her long life is given: 

He [the moon god Sin] added (to my life) many days (and) years 
of happiness and kept me alive from the time of Ashurbanipal, king 
of Assyria, to the 9th year of Nabonidus, kingofBabjlon, the son 


53 C. J. Gadd, op. eit., pp. 46-56. Gadd translated the inseription in 1958 and titled 
the new stele Nabon. H 1, B, as distinguished from Pognon’s stele which he titled 
Nabon. H 1, A. The quotation here is from the translation of A. Leo Oppenheim in 
James B . Pritehard (ed.), The Aneient Near East. A New Anthology of Texts and 
Pictures, Vol. II (Prineeton and London: Prineeton University Press, 1975), pp. 105, 
106, eol. 1:29-33. As this passage is used as the basis for the calculation of Adad- 
guppi’s age in eol. 11:26-29, the number of kings and their reigns are evidently 
meant to be eomplete. In a seeond portion the ehronologieal information is repeated 
(eol. 11:40-46), but the reign of Awel-Marduk is left out, evidently because the 
purpose of this seetion is different, viz., to explain which of the Neo-Babylonian 
kings Adad-guppi’ had served as an obedient subject. This is elearly indieated in 
the beginning of the seetion, which says: “I have obeyed with all my heart and have 
done my duty (as a subject) during ... ,” ete. As suggested by Gadd “she was 
banished, or absented herself,” from the court of Awel-Marduk, “no doubt for 
reasons, whatever they were, which earned that king an evil repute in the offieial 
tradition.” (Gadd, op. eit., p. 70) 

54 Nabonidus and his mother deseended from the northern braneh of the Aramaeans, 
who earlier had been so thoroughly assimilated into the Assyrian soeiety that even 
their moon-god Sin “eame to be honored among the Assyrians on an equal plane 
with their native god Assur.” (M. A. Dandamaev, Slavery in Babylonia, DeKalb, 
Illinois: Northern Illinois University Press, 1984, pp. 36-39.) In one of his 
inseriptions (Nabon. No. 9 in Tadmor’ s arrangement), Nabonidus explicitly speaks 
of the Assyrian kings as “my royal aneestors.” — H. Lewy, op. eit. (ef. note 42 
above), pp. 35, 36. 
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whom I bore, (i.e.) one hundred and four happy years (spent) in 
that piety which Sin, the king of all gods, has planted in my heart’. 55 

This queen died in the ninth year of Nabonidus, and the 
mourning for the deeeased mother is deseribed in the last column 
of the inseription. Interestingly, the same information is also given 
in the Nabonidus Chronicle (B.M. 35382): 

The ninth year: . . . On the fifth day of the month Nisan the 
queen mother died in Dur-karashu which (is on) the bank of the 
Euphrates upstream from Sippar. 56 

All the reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings are given in this royal 
inseription, from Nabopolassar and on to the ninth year of 
Nabonidus, and the lengths of reign are in eomplete aeeordanee ivith the 
Boyal Canon—a very signifieant faet, because the eorroboration 
eomes from a witness eontemporay mth all these Neo-Babylonian kings 
and intimately eonneeted with all of them! 57 More so than the 
individual testimony of any one source, it is the harmony of all 
these sources which is most telling. 


55 Oppenheim in Pritehard, op. eit. (1975), p. 107, eol. 11:26-29. For additional 
eomments on the Adad-guppi’ inseription, see the Appendix for Ohapter 3. 

56 Grayson, ABC, p. 107. Until the last column (III 5ff.), the Adad-guppi’ stele is 
written in the first person. But it is evident that the inseription was ehiselled out 
after her death, undoubtedly by order of Nabonidus. That is why Dr. T. Longman 
III would like to elassify it as a “fietional autobiography” (a literary method known 
also from other Akkadian texts), although he adds: “This, however, does not mean 
that the events and even the opinions assoeiated with Adad-guppi’ are 
unauthentic.” (Tremper Longman III, Fietional Akkadian Autobiography, Winona 
Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 1991, pp. 41, 101, 102, 209, 210; ef. Beaulieu, op. 
eit., p. 209.) But it is questionable if the Adad-guppi’ inseription, even in this 
sense, ean be elassified as a “fietional autobiography” In his review of Longman’s 
work Dr. W. Sehramm points out that the text “essentially is a genuine 
autobiography. The faet that there is an addition in eol. III 5ff. eomposed by 
Nabonidus (so already Gadd, AnSt 8, 55, on III 5), does not give anyone the right to 
regard the whole text as fietional. The inseription, of course, was ehiselled out after 
the death of Adad-guppi’. But it eannot be doubted that an authentic Vorlage on 
the story of Adad-guppi’s life was used “—Bibliotheea Orientalis, Vol. LII, No. 1/2 
(Leiden, 1995), p.94. 

57 The Royal Canon, of course, does not give the reigns of the Assyrian kings 

Ashurbanipal and Ashur-etil-ili. For the earliest period (747-539 B.C.E.) the 
Canon gives a kinglist for Babylon, not for eontemporary Assyria. The reigns of 
Assyrian kings are given only in so far as they also mled direetly over Babylon, 
which was true, for example, of Sennaeherib, who ruled over Babylon twice (in 
704/03-703/02 and 688/87-681/80 B.C.E.), and of Esarhaddon, who ruled over 
Babylon for thirteen years (680/79-668/ 67 B.C.E.). For the period of 

Ashurbanipal’s reign in Assyria, the Canon gives the reigns of the eontemporary 
vassal kings in Babylon, Shamash-shum-ukin (20 years) and Kandalanu (22 
years).—Compare Gadd, op. eit., pp. 70, 71. 
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The results from our discussion of the Neo-Babylonian 
historieal reeords are summarized in the following table. 

TABLE 3: THE REIGNS OF THE NEO-BABYLONLAN KINGS 
AGGORDING TO THE NEO-BABYLONIAN HISTORJCAL REGORDS 


ROYAL 

THE NEO-BAB. 

THE URUK 

THE ROYAL 

B.C.E. 

NAME 

CHRONICLES 

KING LIST 

INSCRIPTIONS 

DATES 

Nabopolassar 

21 years 

21 years 

21 years 

625-605 

Nebuchadnezzar 43 years* 

43 (ye)ars 

43 years 

604-562 

Awel-Marduk 

2 years* 

2 (ye)ars 

2 years 

561-560 

Neriglissar 

4 years* 

‘3’ (y’s)+8 m’s 4 years 

559-556 

Labaslii-Marduk 

some months* 

3 months 

— 

556 

Nabonidus 

‘17 years’ 

‘17?’ (years) 

17 years 

555-539 

* These figures in the ehronieles 
Royal Canon. See discussion. 

are preserved 

only via Berossus 

and/or the 


As may be seen from the table, the Neo-Babylonian ehronology 
adopted by secular historians is very strongly supported by the 
aneient cuneiform sources, some of which were produced during 
the Neo-Babylonian era itself. Three different lines of evidenee in 
support of this ehronology are provided by these sources: 

(1) Although important parts of the Neo-Babjlonian Chronicles are 
missing and some figures in the Uruk kinglist are partially damaged, 
the eombined witness of these documents strongly supports the Neo- 
Babylonian ehronologies of Berossns and the Kojal Canon, both of 
which were actually— independently of eaeh other—derived from 
Neo-Babylonian ehronieles and kinglists. 

(2) The royal inseription Nabon. No. 18 and the Kojal Chronicle 
fix the seeond year of Nabonidus astronomieally to 554/53 B.C.E. 
The whole length of the Neo-Babylonian period prior to 
Nabonidus is given by Nabon. No. 8, which gives the elapsed time 
from the sixteenth year of Nabopolassar up to the aeeession-year 
of Nabonidus as fifty-four years. The stele thus fixes the sixteenth 
year of Nabopolassar to 610/09 and his first year to 625/24 B.C.E. 
These two inseriptions, therefore, establish the length of the whole 
Neo-Babylonian era. 

(3) Tbe Adad-guppi’ inseription gives the reigns of all the Neo- 
Babylonian kings (except for Labashi-Marduk’s brief, months-long 
reign, which may be disregarded) from Nabopolassar up to the 
ninth year of Nabonidus. As the Watch Tower Soeiety indireetly 
aeeepts a seventeen-year rule for Nabonidus, this stele of itself 
overthrows their 607 B.C.E. date for the desolation of Jemsalem. 
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Thus the Babylonian ehronieles, the Uruk kinglist, and the royal 
inseriptions firmly establish the length of the Neo-Babylonian era. 
Andyet this is just a beginning. We must stili wait to be introduced to 
the strongest lines of evidenee in support of the ehronology 
presented in the table above. Their added testimony should 
establish beyond any reasonable question the historieal faets of the 
matter. 

B-2: Eeonomie-administrative and legal documents 

Literally hundreds of thousands of cuneiform texts have been 
excavated in Mesopotamia sinee the middle of the nineteenth 
century. 

The overwhelming majority of them eoneern eeonomie- 
administrative and private legal items such as promissory notes, 
eontraets (for the sale, lease, or gift of land, houses, and other 
property, or for the hiring of slaves and livestoek), and reeords of 
law suits. 

These texts are to a great extent dated just as are eommereial 
letters, eontraets, reeeipts and other vouchers today. The dating is 
done by giving the year of the reigning king the month, and the day of the 
month. A text eoneerning eeremonial salt from the arehives of the 
temple Eanna in Uruk, dated in the first year of Awel-Marduk (the 
Evil-merodaeh of 2 Kings 25:27—30, written Amel-Marduk in 
Akkadian but postvoealie m was pronounced w), is given here as 
an example: 

Ina-sillá has brought one and one-half talents of 
salt, the regular sattukku offering of the month of 
Siman for the god Usur-amassu. 

Month of Simanu, sixth day, first year of Amel- 
Marduk, the king of Babylon. 58 

Tens of thousands of such dated texts have been unearthed 
from the Neo-Babylonian period. Aeeording to the well-known 
Russian Assyriologist M. A. Dandamaev, over ten thousand of these 
texts had been published prior to 1991. 59 Many others have been 
published sinee, but the majority of them are still unpublished. 
Professor D. J. Wiseman, another leading Assyriologist, estimates 


58 Ronald H. Saek, Amel-Mard.uk 562-560 B.C. (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener 
Verlag, 1972), p. 79. 

59 Dr. M. A. Dandamaev states: “The period of less than ninety years between the 
reign of Nabopolassar and the occupation of Mesopotamia by the Persians is 
documented by tens of thousands of texts eoneerning household and 
administrative eeonomy and private law, over ten thousand of which have been 
published so far.”— The Cambridge Aneient History, 2nd ed., Vol. 111:2 (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 252. 
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that “there are probably some 50,000 texts published and 
unpublished for the period 627—539” B.C.E. 60 

Thus there exist large numbers of dated tablets from every year 
during the ivhole Neo-Babylonian era. Dr. Wiseman’s estimate would 
give an average of nearly 600 dated texts from eaeh of the eighty- 
seven years from Nabopolassar to Nabonidus, inclusive. 

It is true that among these texts there are many that are damaged 
or fragmentary, and that dates are often illegible or missing. 
Further, the texts are not evenly distributed throughout the period, 
as the number gradually inereases and culminates in the reign of 
Nabonidus. 

Nonetheless, every singleyear throughout the ivholeperiod is eovered by 
numerous, often hnndreds of tablets that are datable. 

Because of this abundance of dated texts modern seholars are 
able to determine not only the length of reign of eaeh king, but also 
the time of theyear ivhen eaeh ehange of reign oeairred, sometimes almost 
to the day! 

The last known texts from the reign of Neriglissar, for example, 
are dated 1/2/4 and I?/6/4 (that is, month I, day 2 and day 6, year 
4, eorresponding to April 12 and 16, 556 B.C.E., Jiilian eaiendar), 
and the earliest one from the reign of his son and successor, 
Labashi-Marduk, is dated I/23/acc. (May 3, 556). 61 The last text 
from the reign of Nabonidus is dated VII/17/17 (Oetober 13, 
539), or one day after the faii of Babyion (given as VII/16/17 in 

60 Private letter Wiseman-Jonsson, dated August 28, 1987. This is probably a very 
eonservative estimate. The most extensive eolleetion of Neo-Babylonian texts is 
held in the British Museum, which includes some 25,000 texts dated to the period 
626-539 B .C.E. Most of these belong to the “Sippar eolleetion,” which eontains 
tablets excavated by Hormuzd Rassam at the site of aneient Sippar (present Abu 
Habbah) in the years 1881 and 1882. This eolleetion has reeently been catalogued. 
(E. Leiehty et al, Catalogue of the Babylonian Tablets in the British Museum, Vols. 
VI-VIII, London: British Museum Publications Ltd, 1986-1988. These catalogues 
will hereafter be referred to as CET.) Substantial eolleetions are also in Istanbul 
and Baghdad. Many other eolleetions of Neo-Babylonian documents are held in 
museums and at universities in the U.S.A., Canada, England, Franee, Germany, 
Italy, and other parts of the world. It is true that many of the tablets are damaged 
and the dates are often illegible. Yet, there are still tens of thousands of Neo- 
Babylonian tablets with legible dates extant today. As a result of the continuous 
arehaeologieal excavations that are being earried out in the Mesopotamian area, 
“the body of written sources expands signifieantly every year. For example, in the 
spaee of a single season of excavations in Uruk, about six thousand documents 
from the Neo-Babylonian and Aehaemenid periods were diseovered.”—M. A. 
Dandamaev, Slavery in Babylonia (DeKalb, Illinois: Northern Illinois University 
Press, 1984), pp. 1, 2. 

61 R. A. Parker and W. H. Dubberstein, Babylonian ehronology: 626 B.C.-A.D. 75 
(Providenee: Brown University Press, 1956), pp. 12, 13. 
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the Nabonidm Chronicle). The reason for the overlap of one day 
beyond Babylon’s fall is easily explained: 

Interestingly enough, the last tablet dated to Nabunaid from 
Uruk is dated the day after Babylon fell to Cyrus. News of its 
capture had not yet reaehed the southern eity some 125 miles 
distant. 62 

In view of this immense amount of documentary evidenee, the 
question must be asked: If twenty years have to be added to the 
Neo-Babylonian era in order to plaee the destmetion of Jemsaiem 
in 607 B.C.E., tvhere are the biesiness and administrative texts dated in those 
missingjears? 

Quantities of dated documents exist for eaeh of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s forty-three years, for eaeh of Awei-Marduch’s 
(Evii-Merodaeh) two years, for eaeh of Neriglissar’s four years, 
and for eaeh of Nabonidus’ seventeen regnai years. In addition, 
there are many dated texts from Labashi-Marduk’s reign of oniy 
about two months. 

If any of these kings’ reigns had been ionger than those just 
mentioned, iarge numbers of dated documents wouid eertainly 
exist for eaeh of those extra years. Where are they? Twenty years are 
about one fifth of the whole Neo-Babylonian period. Among the 
tens of thousands of dated tablets from this period, many thoasands 
ought to have been found from those missing twenty years. 

If one easts one die (of a pair of diee) tens of thousands of times 
without ever getting a 7, he must logieally conclude: “There is no 
number 7 on this die.” The same is tme of the Watch Tower’s 
twenty missing “ghost years” for which one must look in vain 
during the Neo-Babylonian period. 

But suppose that a number of missing years really existed, and 
that, by some ineredible ehanee, the many thousands of dated 
tablets that ought to be there have not been found. Why is it, then, 
that the lengths of reign aeeording to the dated tablets ivhieh have 
been nnearthed happen to agree with the figures of Berossus, those of 
the Royal Canon, of the Uruk King List, of the eontemporary royal 

62 Ibid., p. 13. One text from the reign of Nabonidus, published by G. Continua in 
Textes Cuneiform.es, Tome XII, Oontrats Néo-Babyloniens, I (Paris: Librarie 
Orientaliste, 1927), Pl. LVIII, No. 121, apparently gives him a reign of eighteen 
years. Line 1 gives the date as “VI/6/17,” but when it is repeated in line 19 in the 
lext it is given as “VI/6/ 18” Parker and Dubberstein (p. 13) assumed “either a 
seribal error or an error by Contenau.” The matter was settled by Dr. Beatriee 
André’, who at my request eollated the original at the Louvre Museum in Paris in 
1990: “The last line has, like the first, the year 17, and the error eomes from 
Contenau.”—Letter André-Jonsson, Mareh 20, 1990. 
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inseriptions, as wdl as the figures of all the other evidenee that is 
yet to be presented below? Why should it be that, ivhatever type of 
historieal source is eonsidered, the supposedly “missing” years 
eonsistently amount to exactly twenty years? Why not a period of, 
in one ease, seventeen years, in another ease thirteen, in yet another 
seven years, or perhaps different isolated years distributed 
throughout the Neo-Babylonian period? 

Eaeh year new quantities of dated tablets are unearthed, and 
catalogues, transliterations, and translations of such texts are 
frequently published, but the twenty missing years never turn up. 
Even improbability has a limit 63 

The importanee of the eeonomie-administrative and legal texts 
for the ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian period ean hardly be 
overestimated. The evidenee provided by these dated texts is 
simply overwhelming. The reigns of all the Neo-Babylonian kings 
are copiously attested by tens of thousands of such documents, all 
of which were written during this era. As shown by the table 
below, these reigns are in full agreement with the Royal Canon and 
the other documents discussed earlier. 


TABLE 4: THE NEO-BABYEONL4N CHRONOLOGYACCOKDING 
TO THE ECONOMIC-ADMNISTRATIVE AND LEGAL DOCUMENTS 


Nabopolassar 

N ebuchadnezzar 

Awel-Marduk 

Neriglissar 

Labashi-Marduk 

Nabonidus 


21 years 
43 years 
2 years 
4 years 
2-3 months 
17 years 


(625 - 605 BCE) 
(604 - 562 BCE) 
(561 - 560 BCE) 
(559 - 556 BCE) 
( 556 BCE) 

(555 - 539 BCE) 


B-3: Prosopographieal evidenee 

Prosopography (from the Greek word prósopon, meaning “faee, 
person”) may be defined as “the study of eareers, espeeially of 
individuals linked by family, eeonomie, soeial, or politieal 
relationships. ” 64 


63 As a matter of course, defenders of the Watch Tower Soeiety’s ehronology have 
made great efforts to diseredit the evidenee provided by these enormous quantities 
of dated cuneiform tablets. On pemsing modern catalogues of documents dated to 
the Neo-Babylonian era, they have found a few documents that seemingly give 
longer reigns to some Babylonian kings than are shown by the Royal Canon and 
other sources. A fresh eheek of the original tablets, however, has shown that most 
of these odd dates simply are modern eopying, transeription, or printing errors. 
Some other odd dates are demonstrably seribal errors. For a detailed discussion of 
these texts, see Appendix for ehapter 3: “Some eomments on eopying, reading, and 
seribal errors” 

64 Webster’s New World Dietionary, 3rd eollege edition, eds. V. Neufeldt & D. B. 
Guralnik (New York: Webster’s New World Dietionaries, 1988), p. 1080. 
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As the names of many individuals often recur in the business and 
administrative documents—sometimes hundreds of times during 
the entire Neo-Babylonian period—seholars usually apply the 
prosopographieal method in their analysis of these texts. Such an 
approaeh not only contributes to the understanding of the 
structure and soeial life of the Neo-Babylonian soeiety, but it also 
provides additional, internal evidenee in support of the established 
ehronology of the period. 

Of the tens of thousands of documents from the Neo- 
Babylonian era, more than half are the results of temple aetivities 
and have been found in temple arehives, particularly in the arehives of 
the Eanna temple in Uruk (the temple of the goddess Ishtar) and 
the Ebabbar temple in Sippar (the temple of Shamash, the sun god). 
But many thousands of texts also eome from private arehives and 
libraries. 

The riehest private arehives are those of the Egibi and Nur-Sín 
houses, eentered in the Babylon area. Other private arehives have 
been found, for example, in Uruk (the sons of Bel-ushallim, Nabu- 
ushallim, and Bel-supé-muhur), in Borsippa (the Ea-iluta-báni 
family), in Larsa (Itti-Shamash-balatu and his son Arad-Shamash), 
and in Ur (the Sin-uballit family). 

No state arehives have been found from the Neo-Babylonian 
period, the reason being that at this time such documents are 
known to have been written (in Aramaie) on leather and papyms, 
materials that were easily destroyed by the elimatie eonditions in 
Mesopotamia. 65 

Consider now how a study of eertain of the available arehives 
ean yield valuable information of a ehronologieal nature. 

a) The Egibi biisiness hoiise 

By far the largest private arehive of the Neo-Babylonian period is 
that of the Egibi business house. Of this enterprise Bruno Meissner 
says: 

From the fìrm the Sons ofEgibivre possess such an abundance of 
documents that we are able to follow nearly all business 
transaetions and personal experiences of its heads from the time of 
Nebuchadnezzar up to the time of Darms I. 66 


65 For a survey of the Neo-Babylonian arehives, see M. A. Dandamaev’s artiele in 
Cuneiform Arehives and Libraries, ed. K. R. Veenhof (Leiden: Nederlands 
Historiseh-Arehaeologiseh Instituut te Istanbul, 1986), pp. 273-277. 

66 Bruno Meissner, Babylonien und Assyrien, Vol. II (Heidelberg, 1925), p. 331. The 
quotation is translated from the German. 
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The business documents from the Egibi house were diseovered 
by Arabs during the wet season of the year 1875-76 in a mound in 
the neighbourhood of Hillah, a town about four miles southeast of 
the ruins of Babylon. Some three or four thousand tablets were 
diseovered enelosed in a number of earthen jars, resembling 
eommon water jars, eovered over at the top with a tile, and 
eemented with bitumen. 

The diseoverers brought the tablets to Baghdad and sold them 
to a dealer there. In that same year George Smith visited Baghdad 
and acquired about 2,500 of these important documents for the 
British Museum. 

The tablets were examined during the following months by W. 
St. Chad Boscawen, and his report appeared in 1878 in the 
Transaetions of the Soríety of Biblieal Arehaeology. 01 Boscawen states that 
the tablets “relate to the various monetary transaetions of a 
Babylonian banking and finaneial ageney, trading under the name 
of Egibi and Sons” The tablets “relate to every possible 
eommereial transaetion; from the loan of a few shekels of silver, to 
the sale or mortgage of whole estates whose value is thousands of 
mans of silver?” 68 

Boscawen soon realized the importanee of following the sequence 
of the heads of the Egibi firm, and after a more careful analysis he 
aseertained the main lines of the succession to be as follows: 

From the third year of Nebuchadnezzar a person named Shula 
aeted as head of the Egibi firm, and continued in that eapaeity for a 
period of twenty years, up to the twenty-third year of 
Nebuchadnezzar when he died and was succeeded by his son, 
N abu-ahhe-iddina. 69 

The son, Nabu-ahhe-iddina, continued as the head of affairs for 
a period of thirty-eight years, that is, from the twenty-third year of 
Nebuchadnezzar to the twelfth year of Nabonidus when be was 
succeeded by his son Itti-Marduk-balatu. 70 

67 W. St. Chad Boscawen, “Babylonian Dated Tablets, and the Canon of Ptolemy,” in 
Transaetions of the Soeiety of Biblieal Arehaeology, Vol. VI (London, January 1878), 
pp. 1-78. As Boscawen points out (ibid., pp. 5, 6), George Smith himself, during 
his stay at Baghdad in 1876, had begun a systematie and careful examination of 
the tablets, a study that was intermpted by his untimely death in Aleppo in 
August that year. Boscawen’s study was evidently based on Smith’s notebooks.— 
Sheila M. Evers, “George Smith and the Egibi Tablets,” Iraq, Vol. LV, 1993, pp. 
107-117. 

68 lbid., p. 6. A “mana” (mina) weighed about 0.5 kg. 

69 Ibid., pp. 9, 10. Shula died between the dates VII/21/23 (month/day/year) and 
IV/15/24 of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign (between Oetober, 582 and July, 581 B.C.E.). 
—G. van Driel, “The Rise of the House of Egibi,” Jaarberieht van het Vooraziatiseh- 
Egyptiseh Genootsehap, No. 29 (Leiden, 1987), p. 51. 

70 Nabu-ahhé-iddina evidently died in the thirteenth year of Nabonidus, the year after 
his son had taken over the affairs. See Arthur Ungnad, “Das Haus Egibi,” Arehiv 
fur Orientforschung, Band XIV (Berlin, 1941), p. 60, and van Driel, op. eit., pp. 66, 
67. 
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Itti-Marduk-balatu in his turn remained head of the firm until 
the first year of Darius I (521/20 B.C.E.), which was the twenty- 
third year of his headship of the firm. 

Boscawen epitomizes these findings as follows: 

Now, summing up these periods, we get the result that from 
the 3rd year of Nehuchadnezzar II to the lst year of Darius 
Hystaspis was a period of eighty-one years: 

Sula at the head of the flrm 20 years 

Nabu-ahi-idina 38 years 

Itti-Marduk-balatu 23 vears 

81 years 

This would give an interval of eighty-three years from the lst 
year of Nebuchadnezzar to the lst year of Darius Hystaspis. 1 

The signifieant faet is that this agrees exactly with Berossus, the 
Royal Canon, and the Neo-Babylonian historieal reeords. Counting 
backwards eighty-three years from the first year of Darius I 
(521/20 B.C.E.) brings us to 604 B.C.E. as the first year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, which agrees eompletely with the other lines of 
evidenee presented above. 

The arehive of the Egibi-house alone would suffice to establish 
the length of the Neo-Babylonian period. With this extensive set of 
dated eommereial tablets from the arehive of one of the 
“Rothsehilds” of Babylon “there ought to be but little difficulty in 
establishing onee and for ever the ehronology of this important 
period of aneient history,” wrote Boscawen already baek in 1878. 72 

The evidenee of these documents leaves no room for a gap in 
Neo-Babylonian history from Nebuchadnezzar onward, eertainly 
not one of twenty years! The arehive, eontaining tablets dated up to 
the forty-third year of Nebuchadnezzar, the seeond year of Awel- 
Marduk, the fourth year of Neriglissar and the seventeenth year of 
Nabonidus, gives a eomplete eonfirmation of the ehronology of 
Berossus and the Royal Canon. 

Sinee the last century still other eolleetions of tablets belonging 
to the Egibi family have been diseovered. 73 A rnimber of studies on 


71 Boscawen, op. eit., pp. 10, 24. This conclusion had also been arrived at previously 
by George Smith in his study of the tablets.—S. M. Evers, op. eit. (note 67 above), 
pp. 112-117. 

72 Boscawen, op. eit., p. 11. 

73 During excavations at Uruk in 1959-60, for example, an arehive belonging to 
members of the Egibi family was unearthed, eontaining 205 tablets dating from the 
sixth year of Nabonidus to the thirty-third year of Darius I. Most of the tablets 
were dated as from the reign of Darius. See J. van Dijk, UVB 18 (ef. note 33 above), 
pp. 39-41. The earliest known text of the Egibi family is dated to 715 B.C.E. 
Biisiness documents of the family then appear regularly between 690 and 480 
B.C.E. — M. A. Dandamaev, op. eit. (1984; see note 60 above), p.61. 
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the Egibi family have been produced, all of which eonfirm the 
general conclusions drawn by Boscawen. 74 Thanks to the 
enormous amount of texts from this family, seholars have been 
able to traee the history, not only of the heads of the firm, but also 
of many other members of the Egibi house, and even family trees 
have been worked out that extend through the whole Neo- 
Babylonian period and into the Persian era! 75 

The pattern of intertwined family relations that has been 
established in this way for several generations would be grossly 
distorted if another twenty years were inserted into the Neo- 
Babylonian period. 

b) Life expectancy in the Neo-Babylonian period 

(1) Jidad-guppi’: 

As was shown above in the discussion of the Harran stele (Nabon . 
H 1, B), Adad-guppi’, the mother of Nabonidus, was born in the 
20th year of powerful Assyrian king Ashurbanipal, 649/648 B.C.E. 
She died in the ninth year of Nabonidus, in 547/546 B.C.E. at an 
age of 101 or 102 years, a remarkable life span. 76 

What would happen to her age if we were to add twenty years to 
the Neo-Babylonian era? This would neeessarily inerease the age of 


74 Some of the most important works are: Saul Weingort, Das Haus Egibi in 
neubabylonischen Rechtsurkunden (Berlin: Buchdruckerei Viktoria, 1939), 64 
pages; Arthur Ungnad, “Das Haus Egibi,” Arehiv fur Orientforschung, Band XIV, 
Heft 1/2 (Berlin, 1941), pp. 57-64; Joaehim Kreeher, Das Gescháftshaus Egibi in 
Babylon in neubabylonischer und aehàmenidiseher Zeit (unpublished 
“Habilitationssehrift,” Universitàtsbibliothek, Munster in Westfalen, 1970), ix + 
349 pages.; and Martha T. Roth, “The Dowries of the Women of the Itti-Marduk- 
balatu Family,” Journal of the Ameriean Oriental Soeiety, Vol. 111:1,1991, pp. 19- 
37. 

75 See, for example, J. Kohler & F. E. Peiser, Aus dem Babylonisehen Reehtsleben, IV 
(Leipzig: Verlag von Eduard Pfeiffer, 1898), p. 22, and M. T. Roth, op. eit., pp. 20, 
21, 36. Another private enterprise, the Nur-Sin family, which through intermarriage 
beeame annexed to the Egibi family, has been thoroughly studied by Laurence 
Brian Shiff in The Nur-Sìn Arehive: Private Entrepreneurship in Babylon (603-507 
B.C.) ( Ph. D. dissertation; University of Pennsylvania, 1987), 667 pages. 

76 The Adad-guppi’ inseription itself stresses that her age was extreme: “I saw my 
[great] great-grandehildren, up to the fourth generation, in good health, and (thus) 
had my fill of extreme old age “ — A. Malamat, “Longevity: Biblieal Concepts and 
Some Aneient Near Eastern Parallels,” Arehiv fur Orientforschung, Beiheft 19: 
Vortráge gehalten auf der 28. Reneontre Assyriologique Intemationale in Wien, 6,- 
10. Juli 1981 (Horn, Austria: Verlag Ferdinand Berger & Sòhne Gesellsehaft 
M.B.H., 1982), p. 217. Dr. Malamat also refers to a tablet found at Sultantepe 
which “eategorizes the stages of life from age 40 through age 90 [as follows]: 40 — 
lalutu ('prime of life’); 50 — umu kurutu ('short life’); 60—metlutu ('maturity’J; 70— 
umuarkutu (long life’); [80]— shibutu Cold age 1 ); 90 — littutu ('extreme old age’).”—A. 
Malamat, ibid., p. 215. 
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Adad-guppi’ to 121 or 122 jears. The only way to avoid this 
consequence would be to add the twenty extra years to the reign of 
her surviving son Nabonidus after her death, making his reign thirty- 
seven instead of seventeen years, something the eontemporary 
documents simply do not allow us to do. 

This is not the only problem of this kind that eonfronts those 
who would defend the Watch Tower Soeiety’s ehronology. Many 
people, whose names appear in the business and administrative 
texts from the Neo-Babylonian period, ean be traeed from text to 
text almost during the entire period, sometimes even into the 
Persian era. We find that some of these people-businessmen, 
slaves, seribes—must have been eighty or ninety years old or more 
at the end of their eareers. But if we were to add twenty years to 
the Neo-Babylonian era, we would also be foreed to add twenty 
years to the lives of these people, making them 100 to 110 years 
old—and still aetive in their occupations. A few examples will 
follow. 

(2) Apla, son of Bel-iddina: 

A seribe named Apla, son of Bel-iddina, who belonged to the 
trading house of Egibi, appears for the first time as a seribe in a 
text dated to the twenty-eighth year of Nebuchadnezzar (577 
B.C.E.). Thereafter, his name recurs in many texts dated in the 
reigns of Nebuchadnezzar, Awel-Marduk, Neriglissar, Nabonidus, 
Cyrus, Cambyses, and Darius 1. 

He appears for the last time as a witness in a document, a 
promissory note, dated to the thirteenth year of Darius, 509 B.C.E. 
That means the eareer of this seribe may be followed for a period 
of sixty-eight years, from 577 to 509 B.C.E. The Russian 
Assyriologist M. A. Dandamaev eomments: 

He should have been, at least, twenty years old when he beeame 
a seribe. Even if we assume that Apla died even in the same year 
when he was referred to for the last time or soon after, he must 
have lived about 90 years. 77 

But if we allow twenty years to be added to the Neo-Babylonian 
era, we would not only inerease Apla’s age to 110 years or 
more—we would also be foreed to conclude that at this old age he 
was still aetive as a seribe. 

77 Muhammad A. Dandamaev, “About Life Expectancy in Babylonia in the first 
Millennium B.C.,” in Death in Mesopotamia (= Mesopotamia. Oopenhagen Studies in 
Assyriology, Vol. 8), ed. Bendt Alster (Copenhagen: Akademisk Forlag, 1980), p. 
184. 
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(3) Iddina-Marduk and his mfe Ina-Esagila-ramàt 

Two other examples are the businessman Iddin-Marduk, son ofIqisha, 
of the family of Nur-Sin, and his mfe Ina-Esagila-ramàt. Iddin-Marduk 
appears as direetor of his tmsiness aetivities for the first time in a 
text that earlier had been dated to the eighth year of 
Nebuchadnezzar (597 B.C.E.). But a reeent eollation of the original 
tablet revealed that the year number is damaged and probably 
should be read as the 28th year (577 B.C.E.). lddin-Marduk then 
appears in hundreds of dated documents, the last of which is from 
the third year of Cambyses, 527 B.C.E. Other documents indieate 
that he died shordy before the fifth year of Darius I (517 B.C.E.). 
If we assume that he was only twenty years old when he first 
appears as direetor, he must have been about eighty years old at the 
time of his death. 

Iddin-Marduk’s wife, Ina-Esagila-ramát, survived her husband. 
She, too, was involved in business aetivities. Documents show that 
she got married to lddin-Marduk no later than the 33rd year of 
Nebuchadnezzar (572 B.C.E.). We must assume, therefore, that she 
was at least twenty years old when she first appears as a eontraeting 
party in a text dated to Nebuchadnezzar’s 34th year (571 B.C.E.). 
She appears for the last time in a text dated to the 15th year of 
Darius I (507 B.C.E.), at which time she must has been at least 84 
years old. 78 

Again, if we were to add twenty years to the Neo-Babylonian 
era, we would inerease the age of Iddina-Marduk to about 100 
years, and the age of Ina-Esagila-ramát to at least 104 years. We 
would also be foreed to hold that she, at this age, was still aetively 
involved in the businesses. 

( 4) Daniel the prophet: 

The Bible also provides some examples of its own. In the 
aeeession year of Nebuchadnezzar (605 B.C.E.), Daniel, then a 
youth of perhaps 15-20 years, was brought to Babylon (Daniel 1:1, 
4, 6). He served at the Babylonian court until after the end of the 
Neo-Babylonian period, being still alive in the third year of Cyrus, 
in 536/ 35 B.C.E. (Daniel 1:21; 10:1). At that time he must have 
been elose to ninety years old. If another twenty years were added 
to this period, Daniel would have been nearly 110 years old. 

Is it really likely that people during the Neo-Babylonian period 
frequently reaehed ages of 100, 110, or even 120 years? True, we 


78 Oornelia Wunsch, Die Urkunden des babylonisehen Geseháftsmannes Iddin- 
Marduk, 1 (Groningen: STYX Publications, 1993), pp. 19,10 ftn. 43, 12, 66. 
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sometimes have heard of people in southern Russia or northern 
India who are said to be 150 years old or more. But on elose 
examination, all such statements have been proved to be false? 79 
The oldest known individual in modern times has been a Freneh 
woman, Jeanne Calment, who was born on Febmary 21, 1875, and 
died on August 4, 1997, at an age of 122 years? 80 This 
Frenchwoman’s reeord would have been equalled by Adadguppi’ , 
had that Babylonian woman been 122 years old when she died, 
instead of about 102, as the aneient reeords indieate. 

Considering these eases of exceptionally long age already 
presented, we rightly ask if we have any reason to believe that the 
life span of people at that time surpassed that of people of today? 

The Russian Assyriologist M. A. Dandamaev has examined the 
life span of people in Babylonia from the seventh through to the 
fourth century B.C.E., using tens of thousands of business and 
administrative texts as the basis for his researeh. His conclusion is 
that the life span of people at that time was not different from 
what it is now. In his discussion, Dandamaev refers to Psalms 
90:10: “As for the days of our life, they eontain seventy years. Or if 
due to strength, eighty years” (NASB). These words were as true in 
the Neo-Babylonian era as they are today. 81 

Consequently, the extremely old ages which would be ereated by 
dating the destmetion of Jemsalem to 607 instead of 587 B.C.E. 
provides one more argument weighing against the Watch Tower 
Soeiety’s ehronology. 

As has been shown in this seetion, a prosopographieal examination 
of the cuneiform texts strongly supports the ehronology 
established for the Neo-Babylonian period. The eareers of business 
men, seribes, temple administrators, slaves, and others may be 
followed for deeades, in some eases through almost the whole 
Neo-Babylonian period and on into the Persian era. Thousands of 
dated documents give a profound insight into their everyday 
aetivities. Notably, however, the lives and aetivities of these people 
never eontain referenee to any year lying outside the reeognized 
time frame of the Neo-Babylonian period, never overlap or extend 
beyond this at any time so as to point to a single year of the 
twenty-year period required by the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
ehronology. 


79 S. Jay Olshansky et al, “In Seareh of Methuselah: Estimating the Upper Limits of 
Human Longevity,” Seienee, Vol. 250, 2 November 1990. p. 635. 

80 The Guinness Book of Reeords 2004. Aeeording to some media reports, this reeord 
may have been beaten by a woman on Dominiea, W. I., Elizabeth Israel, who is 
said to have been born on January 27, 1875, and died on Oetober 14, 2003, at an 
age of 128 years. 

81 M. A. Dandamaev, op. eit. (1980), p. 183. 
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B-4: Chronological interloeking joints 

There are only two possible ways of extending the Neo-Babylonian 
period to inehide the twenty extra years required by the Watch 
Tower ehronology: 

Either the knonm Neo-Babjlonian kings had longer reigns than 
indieated by all the documents discussed above, or there were 
other, unknoivn kings who belonged to the Neo-Babylonian era in 
addition to those known to us from these documents. 

Both of these possibilities, however, are eompletely excluded, 
not only by the several lines of evidenee presented so far and the 
astronomieal evidenee that will be discussed in the next ehapter, 
but also by a series of texts that inseparably interloek eaeh reign with 
the next throughout the whole Neo-Babylonian period. Eleven 
such ehronologieal interloeking joints will be discussed below. 

a) Nabopolassar to Nebiiehadnezzar 

(1) In the earlier discussion of the Neo-Babjlonian ehronieles, one of 
them (ehroniele 5) was quoted as saying that Nabopolassar, the first 
Neo-Babylonian king, ruled “for tmntj-one jears, ” that he died “on 
the eighth daj of the month Ab [the fifth month] ,” and that on the first 
day of the next month (Elul) his son Nebuchadnezzar “aseended the 
royal throne in Babylon.” 

At this point, then, there is no room for a longer reign of 
Nabopolassar beyond the reeognized span of twenty-one years, nor 
for an “extra king” between him and Nebuchadnezzar. 

b) Nébuchadnezzar to Aivel-Mardiik 

(2) That Nebuchadnezzar was succeeded by his son Awel-Marduk 
(the Biblieal Evil-Merodaeh) in the forty-third year of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign is eonfirmed by a business document, 
B.M. 30254, published by Ronald H. Saek in 1972. 

This document mentions both the forty-third year of 
Nebuchadnezzar and the aeeession year of Awel-Marduk. A girl, 
Lit-ka-idi, the slave of Gugua, “was plaeed at the disposal of Nabu- 
ahhe-iddina, the son of Shulá, the deseendent of Egibi in the month 
of Ajani [the seeond month\,forty-thirdjear of Nebnehadneygar, king of 
Babylon, and (for whom) twelve shekels of silver served as 
security.” Later in the same year, “in the month of Kislimn [the ninth 
month], aeeessionjear of [Amel]-Marduk, king of Babylon, . . . Gugua 
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of her own will sold Lit-ka-idi to Nabu-ahhe-iddina for the full 
priee of nineteen and one-half shekels of silver.” 82 

This document gives no room for a longer reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar, or for an “extra king” between him and Awel- 
Marduk. 

(3) In the Neo-Babylonian period the yield of a field or garden was 
often estimated before harvest time. After the harvest the workers 
of the field were to turn over the estimated amount to the owners 
or buyers. Quite a number of documents reeording such 
procedures have been found. 

One of them, designated AO 8561, not only includes estimated 
yields of numerous fields for three successive years, the forty- 
seeond and forty-third years of Nebuchadnezzar and the first year 
of Awel-Marduk, but “is also a reeord of what portions of that 
yield were reeeived by and distributed to various persons . . . in the 
month of Kislimu [the ninth month], aeeession year of 
Neriglissar.” 83 

This document, then, provides another joint or dovetail between 
the forty-third year of Nebuchadnezzar and the reign of Awel- 
Marduk. 

(4) Another, similar text, YBC 4038, dated to the “month of Addaru 
[the twelfth month], 15th day, aeeession year of Amel-Marduk,” 
deseribes the monthly portioning out of “500 bushels of barley” at 
the Eanna temple in Uruk from “the 43rd year of Nabu-kudurri- 
usur [Nebuchadnezzar]” to the “lst year of Amel-Marduk.” 84 
Again, this text ties together the reigns of Nebuchadnezzar and his 
successor Awel-Marduk in a way that gives no room for any 
additional years between the two. 

The Bible itself eonfirms that Awel-Marduk’s aeeession year fell 
in the forty-third year of his father Nebuchadnezzar. This may be 
inferred from the datings given in 2 Kings 24:12; 2 Chronicles 


82 Ronald Herbert Saek, Amel-Mard.uk 562-560 B.C. (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Verlag 
Butzon 8s Bereker Kevelaer, 1972), pp. 62, 63. 

83 Ibid., pp. 41, 116-118. The time interval from a harvest to the distribution of the 
yield was normally brief, a few years at the most. In the present ease the yields of 
the three years’ harvests were distributed in the aeeession year of Neriglissar, that 
is, three years after the harvests of the first year. The insertion of twenty extra 
years somewhere between Nebuchadnezzar and Neriglissar would inerease this 
time interval to twenty-three years—an extremely long wait for the yields, to say 
the least. 

84 Ronald H. Saek, “The Seribe Nabu-bani-ahi, son of Ibnà, and the Hierarehy of 
Eanna as seen in the Ereeh Oontraets,” Zeitsehrift fur Assyriologie, Band 67 
(Berlin, New York: Walter de Gmyter, 1977), pp. 43-45. 
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36:10, and Jeremiah 52:28, 31. A brief discussion of this evidenee is 
ineliided in the “Appendix for Chapter 3” (page 325). 

e) Nebiiehadnezzar to Awel-Marduk to Neriglissar 

(5)In the Neo-Babylonian period, bookkeeping was already an 
aneient, highly complex and formalized business. 85 An interesting 
example of this is a tablet known as NBC 4897. The document is, 
actually, a ledger, tabulating the annual growth of a herd of sheep 
and goats belonging to the Eanna temple at Uruk for ten consecutive 
years, from the thirty-seventh year of Nehnehadne^yar to the first year of 
Neriglissar. 

In the entries for eaeh year the number of lambs and kids born 
during the year is added, and the number of animals killed 
(documented by their hides) or paid to the herdsmen as wages, are 
subtracted. The grand totals are then given in the column farthest 
to the right. Thus it is possible to follow the numerical inerease of 
the herd year by year. The text shows that the herdsman 
responsible for the herd, Nabu-ahhe-shullim, during the ten years 
succeeded in enlarging the herd from 137 sheep and goats to 922 
animals. 86 

True, the Babylonian seribe made a few miscalculations and 
mathematieal mistakes which partially hampers the interpretation 
of the document. 87 There is no doubt, however, that it is an anmial 
reeord, as year numbers are given for eaeh successive year. In the 
entry for the first year of Neriglissar, for example, the grand total 
column eontains the following information: 

Grand total: 922, lst year of Nergal-sharra-usur, king of Babylon, 9 
lambs in Uruk were reeeived (and) 3 lambs for shearing. 

Similar information is given for eaeh year from the thirty- 
seventh year of Nebuchadnezzar to his forty-third year, for the first 


85 Bookkeeping is as old as the art of writing. In faet, the oldest known seript, the 
proto-cuneiform seript, which emerged at Uruk (and usually is dated to about 3200 
B.O.E.), “was almost exclusively restrieted to bookkeeping; it was an ‘accountant’s 
seript’.” —H. J. Nissen, P. Damerow, 8s R. K. Englund, Arehaie Bookkeeping 
(Ohieago and London: The University of Ohieago Press, 1993), p. 30. 

86 G. van Driel & K. R. Nemet-Nejat, “Bookkeeping praetiees for an institutional herd 
at Eanna,” Journal of Cuneiform StucLies, Vol. 46:4, 1994, p.47. The form of reeord- 
keeping used in the text “involves accumulating data with eross-footing the 
accounts in order to prove that all entries are accounted therein.”—Ibid.,p. 47, 
note 1. 

87 The errors occur in the totals, probably because the seribes had difficulties in 
reading the numbers in their ledgers.— Ibid., pp. 56, 57. 



132 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 



The "ledger" NBC 4897 

The document tabulates the annual growth of a herd of 
sheep and goats belonging to the Eanna temple at Uruk for 
ten successive years, from the 37th year of Nebuchadnezzar 
to the lst year of Neriglissar (568-559 B.C.E.). — From G. 
van Driel & K. R. Nemet-Nejat, "Bookkeeping praetiees for 
an institutional herd at Eanna." Jonrnal of Cuneiform Stndies, 
Vol. 46:4, 1994, pp. 48, 49. 
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and seeond years of Awel-Marduk, and, as eited, for the first year 
of Neriglissar. 88 

This document, then, not only provides an additional 
eonfirmation of the lengths of reigns of Nebuchadnezzar and 
Awel-Marduk, but it also demonstrates that no extra kings or extra 
jears ean be inserted between Nebuchadnezzar and Awel-Marduk, 
or between Awel-Marduk and Neriglissar. 

d) Neriglissar to Labashi-Mardiik 

(6)A cuneiform tablet in the Yale Babylonian eolleetion, YBC 4012, 
not only shows that Labashi-Marduk succeeded Neriglissar as king, 
but also that he did this early in the fonrthyear of his father’s short 
reign. 

The document reeords that “in the month of Addaru [the 
twelfth month], 3rd year of Nergal-[sharra-usur], king of Babylon” 
(Mareh—April, 556 B.C.E.), Mushezib-Marduk, the overseer of the 
Eanna temple in Uruk, earried a eonsiderable amount of money to 
Babylon, pardy as payment for work and material for the Eanna 
temple. This document was drawn up about two months later, 
evidently at Babylon before Mushezib-Marduk’s return to Uruk, 
and is dated to the “month of Ajaru [the seeond month of the next 
year], 22nd day, aeeession year of Labashi-Marduk, king of 
Babylon” (May 2, 556 B.C.E.). 89 

Aeeording to this document, Labashi-Marduk succeeded to the 
throne sometime in the first or seeond month of Neriglissar’s 
fourth year of reign. This is in good agreement with the evidenee 
given by the eontraet tablets, which show that the demise of the 
crown occurred in the first month of Neriglissar’s fourth year. (See 
“Appendix for Chapter 3”, pages 326, 327.) 


88 For Nebuchadnezzar, only the year numbers are given. The royal names only 
appear with the fìrst year of eaeh king. There are two entries eaeh for the thirty- 
seventh, thirty-eighth, and forty-first years (of Nebuchadnezzar), and no entries for 
his thirty-ninth and fortieth years. As pointed out by van Driel and Nemet-Nejat, 
“these errors ean be easily explained: the outcome of the count for the previous 
year is the starting point for the inventory of the next year. That is, if the 
‘accountant’ had a eomplete file, he would find the same data in tablets dealing 
with consecutive years: onee at the end of one text and again at the beginning of 
the succeeding text.” (Op. eit., p.54.) From the forty-first year of Nebuchadnezzar 
until the first year of Neriglissar, though, the dates follow a regular pattern. 

89 Ronald H. Saek, “Some Remarks on Sin-Iddina and Zerija, qipu and shatammu of 
Eanna in Ereeh . . . 562-56 B.C.,” Zeitsehrift fur Assyriologie, Band 66 (Berlin, New 
York: Walter de Gmyter, 1976), pp. 287, 288. As mentioned earlier, in the 
Babylonian system the aeeession year of a king was the same as the last year of 
his predeeessor. Aeeording to our text the aeeession year of Labashi-Marduk 
followed upon the third year of Neriglissar. Labashi-Marduk’s aeeession year, 
therefore, was also the fourth and last year of Neriglissar. 
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e) Neriglissar to Lábashi-Mardiik to Nabonidiis 

(7) That Neriglissar was succeeded by his son Labashi-Marduk is 
plainly stated by Nabonidus in one of the royal inseriptions 
discussed earlier, Nabon. No. 8 (the Hillah stele). In column iv of this 
stele, Nabonidus relates that the cult of the goddess Anunitum in 
Sippar had been renewed by Neriglissar. Then he goes on saying: 

After (his) days had beeome full and he had started out on the 
journey of (human) destiny his son Labashi-Marduk, a minor (who) 
had not (yet) learned how to behave, sat doivn on the rojal throne 
against the intentions of the gods and [three lines missing here]. 90 

After the three missing lines Nabonidus, in the next column, 
goes on to speak of his own enthronement, evidently as the 
immediate successor of Labashi-Marduk. In doing so, he also 
names the last four of his royal predeeessors: Nebuchadnezzar and 
Neriglissar (whom he regarded as legitimate rulers), and their sons 
Awel-Marduk and Labashi-Marduk (whom he regarded as illegiti- 
mate usurpers). He states: 

They earried me into the palaee and all prostrated themselves to 
my feet, they kissed my feet greeting me again and again as king. 
(Thus) I was elevated to rule the country by the order of my lord 
Marduk and (therefore) I shall obtain whatever I desire—there 
shall be no rival of mine! 

I am the real executor of the wills of Nebuchadnezzar and 
Neriglissar, my royal predeeessors! Their armies are entmsted to 
me, I shall not treat earelessly their orders and I am (anxious) to 
please them [i.e. to execute their plans]. 

Awel-Marduk, son of Nebuchadnezzar, and Labashi-Marduk, 
son of Neriglissar [ealled up] their [troo]ps and ... their ... they 
dispersed. Their orders (7-8 lines missing). 91 


90 James B. Pritehard, Aneient Near Eastem Texts (Prineeton, New Jersey: Prineeton 
University Press, 1950), p. 309. 

91 Ibid., p. 309. Berossus, whose Neo-Babylonian history was shown to be based on 
the Babylonian ehronieles, gives a similar account of these events: “After Eveil- 
maradouchos had been killed, Neriglisaros, the man who had plotted against him, 
succeeded to the throne and was king for four years. Laborosoarehodos [Labashi- 
Marduk], the son of Neriglisaros, who was only a ehild, was master of the kingdom 
for nine [probably an error for “2”; see note 20 above] months. Because his 
wickedness beeame apparent in many ways he was plotted against and bmtally 
killed by his friends. After he had been killed, the plotters met and jointly 
eonferred the kingdom on Nabonnedus, a Babylonian and a member of the 
eonspiraey.” — Stanley Mayer Burstein, The Babyloniaea of Berossiis. Sources from 
the Aneient Near East, Vol.l, faseiele 5 (Malibu, Calif.: IJndena Publications, 1978), 

p. 28. 
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This inseription, then, interiinks the reigns of Neriglissar and 
Labashi-Marduk, and evidently also those of Labashi-Marduk and 
Nabonidus. The possibility of inserting an “extra king” somewhere 
between these three kings is ruled out by this text. 

(8) Some legal documents, too, eontain information that spans the 
reigns of two or more kings. One example is Nabon. No. 13, which 
is dated to “the 12th day of (the month) Shabatu [the eleventh 
month], the aeeession year of Nabonidus, king of Babylon 
[Febmary 2, 555 B.C.E.]. “ The inseription tells about a woman, 
Belilitu, who brought up the following ease before the royal court: 

Belilitu daughter of Bel-ushezib deseendant of the messenger 
deelared the following to the judges of Nabonidus, king of 
Babylon: Tn the month of Abu, the first jear of Nergal-shar-usur 
[Neriglissar], king of Babjlon [August-September, 559 B.C.E.], I 
sold my slave Bazuzu to Nabu-ahhe-iddin son of Shula deseendent 
of Egibi for one-half mina five shekels of silver, but he did not pay 
eash and drew up a promissory note.’ The royal judges listened (to 
her) and eommanded that Nabu-ahhe-iddin be brought before 
them. Nabu-ahhe-iddin brought the eontraet that he had 
concluded with Belilitu and showed the judges (the document 
which indieated that) he had paid the silver for Bazuzu. 92 

Referenee is thus made to the reigns of Neriglissar and that of 
Nabonidus. The generally aeeepted ehronology would indieate that 
about three and a halfjears had passed sinee Belilitu had sold her 
slave in the first year of Neriglissar until she, in the aeeession year 
of Nabonidus, made a fraudulent but futile attempt to reeeive 
double payment for the slave. But if twenty years were to be added 
somewhere between the reigns of Neriglissar and Nabonidus, then 
Belilitu waited for tìventy-three and a halfjears before she brought her 
ease before the court, something that appears extremely unlikely. 

f) Nabonidiis to Cyrus 

That Nabonidus was the king of Babylon when Cyrus conquered 
Babylonia in 539 B.C.E. is elearly shown by the Nabonidm Chronicle 
(B.M. 35382) 93 The ehroniele evidently dated this event 

92 M. A. Dandamaev, Slavery in Babylonia (DeKalb, Illinois: Northern Illinois 
University Press, 1984), pp. 189, 190. 

93 As early as 1877, W. St. Chad Boscawen found a document among the Egibi 
tablets dated to the reign of Cyrus, “which stated that money was paid in the reign 
of “Nabu-nahid the former king’ — Transaetions of the Soeiety of Biblieal 
Arehaeology, Vol. VI (London, 1878), p. 29. 
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to the “seventeenth year” of Nabonidus, but as was pointed out 
earlier, this portion of the ehroniele is damaged and the year 
number is illegible. Nonetheless, a whole group of eeonomie texts 
has been found that provides ehronologieal interloeking 
eonneetions between Nabonidus’ seventeenth year and the reign of 
Cyrus . These include the tablets with the catalogue numbers 
CT 56:219, CT 57:52.3, and CT 57:569 4 


(9) The first of the three documents (CT 56:219) is dated to the 
aeeession jear of Cyrus, and the next two (CT 57:52.3 and CT 57:56) 
are dated to his first jear. But all three tablets also refer to the 
preeeding king’s “y eaf 17,” and sinee it is aeeepted as faet that 
Nabonidus was the final king of the Neo-Babylonian line, 
preeeding Cyrus the Persian’s rule, this eonfirms that Nabonidus’ 
reign lasted 17 years 95 

(10) One of the more graphie examples of a ehronologieal linkage 
between two reigns is a cuneiform tablet in the arehaeologieal 
museum at Florenee known as SAKF 165. As Professor J. A. 
Brinkman points out, this document “presents a unique year-by- 
year inventory of wool stuffs made into garments for the cult 
statues of the deities in Uruk. . . . Furthermore, it eovers the vital 
years before and after the Persian conquest of Babylonia.” 96 

The inventory is arranged ehronologieally, and the preserved 
portion of the text eovers five successive years, from the fifteenth 
year of Nabonidus to the seeond year of Cyrus, with year numbers 
given at the end of the inventory for eaeh year: 


Lines 3-13: 
14-25 
26-33 
34-39 
40- 


year 15 [of Nabonidus] 
year 16 [of Nabonidus] 
year 17 [of Nabonidus] 
year 1 of Cyrus 
[year 2 of Cyrus] 


94 “CT 55-57” refers to the catalogues Cuneiform Texts from Babylonian Tablets in the 
British Museum, Parts 55-57, eontaining eeonomie texts eopied by T. G. Pinehes 
during the years 1892 to 1894 and published by British Museum Publications 
Limited in 1982. 

95 Stefan Zawadzki, “Gubaru: A Governor or a Vassal King of Babylonia?,” Eos, Vol. 
LXXV (Wroclaw, Warszawa, Krakow, Gdansk, Lódz, 1987), pp. 71, 81; M. A. 
Dandamayev, Iranians in Aehaemenid Babylonia (Costa Mesa, California and New 
York: Mazda Publishers, 1992), p. 91; Jerome Peat, “Cyrus “king of lands,’ 
Cambyses ‘king of Babylon’: the disputed eo-regeney,” Journal of Cuneiform 
Studies, Vol. 41/2, Autumn 1989, p. 209. It should be noted that one of the three 
tablets, CT 57:56, is dated to Cambyses as eo-regent with Cyrus in his first year. 

96 J. A. Brinkman, “Neo-Babylonian Texts in the Arehaeologieal Museum at Florenee,” 
Joumal of Near Eastem Studies, Vol. XXV, Jan.-Oet. 1966, p. 209. 
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The inventory tablet SAKF 165 

The text presents an inventory of wool stuff for five 
successive years, from Nabonidus’ 15th year to Cyrus’ 2nd 
year (541-537 B.C.E.). From Karl Oberhuber, Snmerìsehe nnd 
akkadisehe Keilsehriftsdenkmdler des Arehdologisehen Mnsenms %u 
Floren^ (innsbmek, 1960). Obverse (above) and reverse 
(below). 
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The royal name was evidendy given only for the first year of 
eaeh ruler. But as the immediate predeeessor of Cyrus was 
Nabonidus, “y eaf 15”, “year 16”, and “year 17” elearly refer to his 
reign. The inventory of the year following upon “year 17” ends 
with the words, “year 1, Cyrus, King of Babylon, King of the 
Lands” (line 39). The last lines of the entry for the fifth year of 
inventory are damaged, and “year 2” (of Cyrus) ean only be 
understood as implied. 97 

11) In aneient Mesopotamia, in the various temples the presenee 
of the deities was represented by their statues. In times of war, 
when a eity was taken, the temples were usually looted and the 
divine statues were earried away as “eaptives” to the land of the 
conquerors. 

As such captures were seen by the eitizens as an omen that the 
gods had abandoned the eity and ealled for its destmetion, they 
often tried to proteet the statues by moving them to a safer plaee at 
the approaeh of a military foree. 

This is what happened shortly before the Persian invasion of 
northern Babylonia in 539 B.C.E., when aeeording to the Nabonidm 
ehroniele Nabonidus ordered a gathering of the gods of several eit- 
ies into Babylon. The same ehroniele also tells that Cyrus, after the 
fall of Babylon, returned the statues to their respeetive eities. 98 

As discussed by Dr. Paul-Alain Beaulieu, there are several 
documents from the arehive of the Eanna temple of Uruk which 
eonfirm that, in the seventeenth year of Nabonidus, the statue of 
Ishtar (referred to in the documents as “Lady-of-Uruk” or “Lady 
of the Eanna”) was brought upstream by boat on the river 
Euphrates to Babylon. Further, these documents also show that the 
regular offerings to this statue of Ishtar were not intermpted during 
her temporary stay at Babylon. Cargoes of barley and other kinds 
of foodstuff for her cult were sent from Uruk to Babylon. 

One example of this is given by a tablet in the Yale Babylonian 
Collection, YOS XIX:94, which is dated to the seventeenth year of 
Nabonidus and reeords a deposition before the assembly of the 
noblemen of Uruk: 

(These are) the mar baní [noblemenj in whose presenee Zeriya, 
son of Ardiya, has thus spoken: Bazuzu, son of Ibni-Ishtar, 


97 Ibid., p. 209. A transliteration of the tablet is given by Karl Oberhuber in his 
Sumerische and akkadisehe Keilsehriftdenkmáler des Areháologisehen Museums zu 
Florenz (= innsbmek Beitráge zur Kulturwissenschaft, Sonderheft 8, innsbmek, 
1960), pp. 111-113. 

98 A. K. Grayson, ABC(1975), pp. 109, 110. 
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deseendant of Gimil-Nanaya, has brought a boat from Babylon to 

lease it fo[r the sum of..], and he said thus: “I will take the 

barley for the regtilar offerings of the Lady-of-Uruk to Babylon.” 

City of the quay of Nanaya, domain of the Lady of Uruk: Month 
Abu [the fifth month] - Day 5 - Seventeenth jear of Nabonidns, king of 
Babjlon [= August 4, 539 B.C.E., Jtilian ealendar]. 99 

These doaiments elearly demonstrate that Cyrus’ conquest of 
Babylon occurred in the seventeenth year of Nabonidus, which 
thus onee again is proved to have been the last year of his reign. 

The many examples eited above demonstrate that the aetivity 
reeorded in a text at times spans over and ties together two 
successive reigns. They also demonstrate that it is possible to 
establish the length of the entire Neo-Babylonian era by the aid of 
such “ehronologieal joints” alone. In faet, the lengths of reign of 
some kings (Nebuchadnezzar, Nabonidus) are established by more 
than one text of this kind. 

C. SYNCHRONIC LINKS 
TO THE CHRONOLOGY OF EGYPT 

An excellent proof of the eorreetness of a ehronology is when it is 
in agreement with the ehronologies of other eontemporary nations, 
provided that these other ehronologies are independently 
established and there are synehronisms, that is, dated eonneeting 
links that serve to join the two or more ehronologies together at 
one or more points. 

The reason why it is important that they be independently 
established is to rule out any attempt to diseredit their worth by 
elaiming that the ehronology of a eertain period in one nation has 
been established simply by the aid of the ehronology of the 
eontemporary period in another nation. 

During the Neo-Babylonian period there are at least four such 
synehronisms between Egypt and the kingdoms of Judah and 
Babylon. Three of these are given in the Bible, in 2 Kings 23:29 
(where Egyptian pharaoh Neeho and Judean king Josiah appear), 
Jeremiah 46:2 (Neeho, Nebuchadnezzar and Jehoiakim all 
appearing), and Jeremiah 44:30 (pharaoh Hophra, kings Zedekiah 
and Nebuchadnezzar listed). 

99 Paul-Alain Beaulieu, “An Episode in the Fall of Babylon to the Persians,” Joiirnal of 
Near Eastem Studies, Vol. 52:4, Oetober 1993, pp. 244, 245; ef. also Beaulieu, The 
Reign of Nabonidus, King of Babylon, 556-539 B.C. (New Haven and London: Yale 
University Press, 1989), pp. 221, 222. 
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The fourth is given in a cuneiform text, B.M. 33041, which refers 
to a eampaign against Amasis, king of Egypt, in Nebnehadnezzar’s 
thirty-seventh regnal year. 100 The meaning of these synehronisms 
will be unravelled further on. 

C-l: The ehronology of the Saite period 

The kings reigning in Egypt during the Neo-Babylonian period 
belonged to the Twenty-Sixth Dynasty (664—525 B.C.E.). The period 
of this dynasty is also referred to as the Saiteperiod, as the pharaohs 
of this dynasty took the eity of Sais in the Delta as their eapital. 

If the four synehronisms mentioned above are to be of any 
definitive help to our study, it first needs to be shown that the 
ehronology of that twenty-sixth dynasty of Egypt is fixed 
independendy from the eontemporary Neo-Babylonian ehronology, 
and ean thus stand on its own, as it were. 

This ean be determined in a quite unusual way, of which Dr. F. 
K. Kienitz writes: 

The ehronology of the kings of the 26th dynasty, from 
Psammetichus I onwards, is eompletely established through a 
series of death stelae and stelae of holy Apis bulls, which list the 
birth date in ‘Day x, Month y, Year z, of King A’ and the death 
date in ‘Day x, Month y, Year z, of King B’, and also the length of 
life of the [bull or personj in question in years, months, and 
days? 101 

This means that, if a death stele says that a saered Apis bull or a 
person was born in the tenthyyear of King A and died at the age of 
twenty-five in the tmntieth year of King B, we know that King A 
mled for fifteenyyears. 

100 B.M. 33041 was first published by T. G. Pinehes in Transaetions of the Soeiety of 
Biblieal Arehaeology, Vol. VII (London, 1882), pp. 210-225. 

101 Friedrieh Karl Kienitz, Die politisehe Gesehiehte Àgyptens vom 7. bis zum 4. 
Jahrhundert vor der Zeitwende (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1953), pp. 154, 155. 
(Translated from the German.) The Apis cult was praetieed already in the First 
Dynasty of Egypt. At death the Apis bulls were mummified and buried in a eoffin 
or (from the reign of Amasis onwards) in a sarcophagus made of granite. The 
burial plaee from the reign of Ramesses II onwards-a vast eataeomb known as 
the “Serapeum” in Saqqara, the neeropolis of Memphis-was excavated by A. 
Mariette in 1851. From the beginning of the Twenty-Sixth Dynasty and on the 
burials were marked by grave stelae with biographieal data on the Apis bulls 
such as dates of installation and death and the age at death. — László Kákosy, 
“From the fertility to eosmie symbolism. Outlines of the history of the cult of 
Apis,” Aeta dassiea Universitatis Scientiarum Debreeenienses, Tomus XXVI 1990 
(Debreeini, 1991), pp. 3-7. 
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Grave stele of the lst Apis of the 26th dynasty 


The inseription shows that the first Apis of the 26th dynasty was 
born in the 26th year of Taharqah and died in the 20th year of 
Psammetiehiis I at an age of 21 years, which shows that 
Taharqah ruled for 26 years. This is also eonfirmed by other 
inseriptions. — From Aug. Mariette, Le Sérapenm de Memphis 
(Paris: Gide, Libraire-Éditeur, 1857) 
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This is the kind of eontemporary evidenee to which Dr. Kienitz 
refers. A translation of Kienitz’ survey of this material is given 


here. 102 


/. GRA VE STELE OF THE 3RD APIS OF THE 26TH DYNASTY 
Date ofBirth: Year 53 of Psammetichus I, Month 6, Day 19 

Installation: Year 54 of Psammetiehiis I, Month 3, Day 12 

Date ofDeath: Year 16 of Neeho II, Month 2, Day 6 

Date ofBitrìal: Year 16 of Neeho II, Month 4, Day 16 

Eength ofLife: 16 years, 7 months, 17 days 

Resiilt: Length of reign of Psammetiehiis = 54 years. 

2. GRAVE STELE OF THE 4THAPIS OF THE 26TH DYNASTY 
Date ofBirth: Year 16 of Neeho II, Month 2, Day 7 

Installation: Year 1 of Psammetiehiis II, Month 11, Day 9 

Date ofDeath: Year 12 of Apries, Month 8, Day 12 

Date ofBiirìal: Year 1.2 of Apries, Month 10, Day 21 

Length ofLife: 17 years, 6 months, 5 days 

Resiilt: As the date of Psammetiehiis II’s death is elsewhere attested as Year 7, 
Month 1, Day 23, 102 the length of Neeho’s reign amounts to 15 years, that of 
Psammetichus II to 6 years. 


3. TWO GRAVE STELAE OFA PRIESTNAMED PSAMMETICHUS 

Date ofBirth: Year 1 of Neeho II, Month 11, Day 1 

Date ofDeath: Year 27 of Amasis, Month 8, Day 28 

Length ofLife: 65 years, 10 months, 2 days 

Resiilt: The sum of the lengths of reign of Neeho II, Psammetichus II, and Apries 
= 40 years. As Neeho II reigned for 15 years, and Psammetichus II for 6 years, 
Apries’ reign amounts to 19 years. 

4. GRAVE STELE OFANOTHER PSAMMEHCHUS 

Date ofBirth: Year 3 of Neeho II, Month 10, Day 1 or 2 

Date ofDeath: Year 35 of Amasis, Month 2, Day 6 

Length ofLife: 71 years, 4 months, 6 days 

Result: The same as under 3. 


5. GRAVE STELE OF ONE BESMALFT 
Year of Birth: Year 18 of Psammetichus I 

Year ofDeath: Year 23 of Amasis 

Length ofLife: 99 years 

Resiilt: The total of 94 years for the lengths of reign from Psammetichus I to 
Apries inclusive is onee more eonfìrmed. 


102 Kienitz, op. eit., pp. 155, 156. The grave stelae under no. 1, 2, and 3 were 
translated and published by James Henry Breasted in Aneient Reeords of Egypt, 
Vol. IV (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1906), pp. 497, 498, 
501-503, 518-520. For no. 4 and 5, see the referenees by Kienitz, op.eit., p. 156, 
notes 1 and 2. 

103 Lines 5/6 of the Ank-nes-nefer-ib-Re Stele. See G. Maspero, Ann. Serv. 5 (1904), 
pp. 85, 86, and the translation by J. H. Breasted, op. eit., IV, p. 505. 
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Consequently, these eontemporary death stelae conclusively 
establish the lengths of reign of the flrst four kings of the twenty- 
sixth dynasty of Egypt as follows: 

Psammetichus I 54 years 

Neeho II 15years 

Psammetichus II 6 years 

Apries (= Hophra) 19 years 

For the last two kings of the twenty-sixth dynasty, Amasis and 
Psammetichus III, material of this kind unfortunately is laeking. 
However, both Greek historian Herodotus (e. 484-425 BCE.) and 
the Graeeo-Egyptian priest and historian Manetho (aetive e. 300 
B.C.E.) give forty-four years to Amasis and six months to 
Psammetichus III. 104 And these lengths of reign have been 
eonfirmed by modem diseoveries, as follows: 

In the papyms Rylands IX (also ealled “Petition of Petiese”) 
dating from the time of Darius I (521-486 B.C.E.), the forty-fonrth 
year of Amasis is mentioned in a context indieating it was his last 
full year. Eaeh year, a prophet of Amun of Teuzoi 
(Psammetkmenempe by name) who lived in the Nile Delta, used to 
send a representative to feteh his stipend. This he did until the forty- 
fonrth year of Amasis. This, in itself, is not deeisive. But in the 
“Demotie Chronicle,” a report on the eompilation of Egyptian 
laws written under Darius I, there are also two mentions of the 
forty-fourth year of Amasis as some sort of terminal point. Finally, 
the same figure is given in an inseription from Wádi Hammámát. 105 
The figure given by Herodotus and Manetho, therefore, is strongly 
supported by this eombination of inseriptions. 

104 Manetho’s Egyptian History, which was written in Greek and probably was based 
on the temple arehives, is preserved only in extracts by Flavius Josephus and 
Christian ehronographers, espeeially by Julius Africanus in his Ch.ronograph.ia (e. 
221 C.E.) and by Eusebius of Caesarea in his Chronicon (e. 303 C.E.). Africanus, 
who transmits Manetho’s data in a more accurate form, gives forty-four years to 
Amasis and six months to Psammetichus III. This agrees with Herodotus’s 
figures.—W. G. Waddell, Manetho (London: Harvard University Press, 1948), pp. 
xvi-xx, 169-174. 

105 W. Spiegelberg, Die Sogenannte Demotisehe Ohronik (Leipzig: J. C. Hinriehs’sehe 
Buchhandlung, 1914), p. 31; Kienitz, op. eit., p. 156; and Riehard A. Parker, “The 
Length of Reign of Amasis and the Beginning of the Twenty-Sixth Dynasty,” 
Mitteiliingen des Deutschen Arehàologisehen Instituts, Kairo Abteilung, XV, 1957, 
p. 210. For some time it was held that Amasis died in his forty-fourth regnal 
year, and because of the Egyptian nonaeeession year system, whereby a king’s 
aeeession year was reekoned as his first regnal year, they gave Amasis only forty- 
three full years. But in 1957, in the artiele referred to above, R. A. Parker 
demonstrated conclusively that Amasis reigned for forty-four full years. This, of 
course, moved the reigns of the earlier kings of the Saite dynasty one year 
backwards. The beginning of the dynasty, therefore, was re-dated to 664 instead 
of 663 B.C.E., as had been held previously. (R. A. Parker, op. eit., 1957, pp. 208- 
212.) Sinee 1957, Parker’s conclusions have obtained general aeeeptanee among 
seholars.—For additional information on the nonaeeession year reekoning, see 
Appendix For ehapter Two: “Methods of reekoning regnal years.” 
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As to Psammetichus III, the highest date available for this king 
is Year Two. Three documents (papyri) dated to the third, fourth, 
and fifth months of his seeond year have been diseovered. And yet, 
this is no eontradietion to the statement made earlier that the rule 
of this king actually eovered only six months. How so? 

The Egyptians used a nonaeeession year system. Aeeording to 
this system theyear in ivhieh a king eame to pomr was reekoned as his 
first regnal year. Psammetichus III was dethroned by the Persian 
king Cambyses during his conquest of Egypt, generally dated to 
525 B.C.E. by the authorities. 106 At this time the Egyptian eivil 
ealendar year almost eoineided with the Julian ealendar year. 107 If 
the conquest of Egypt occurred in the sixth month of the reign of 
Psammetichus III, this must have been in May or June, 525 
B.C.E. 108 With this prerequisite, his six months of rule began at the 
end of the previous year, 526 B.C.E., quite possibly only a few days 
or weeks before the end of that year. Though he mled for only a 
fraetion of that year, this fraetion of a few days or weeks was 
reekoned as his first regnal year aeeording to the Egyptian 
nonaeeession year system. Thereby his seeond regnal year began to 
count only a few days or weeks after his aeeession to the throne. 
Thus, although he ruled for only six months, documents dated up 
to the fifth month of his seeond year are, in view of the supporting 
evidenee, only what we should expect to find. The following 
illustration makes the matter plain: 


106 Kienitz, op. eit., p. 157, note 2. This date is also aeeepted by the Watch Tower 

Soeiety, as ean be seen from Insight on the Scriptures, Vol. 1 (1988), pp. 698, 
699. 

107 In the two years 526 and 525 B.C.E. the Egyptian eivil ealendar year began on 

January 2 in the Julian ealendar.—Winfried Barta, “Zur Datierungspraxis in 
Àgypten unter Kambyses and Dareios I,” Zeitsehrift fur Àgyptisehe Spraehe and 
Altertumskunde, Band 119:2 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1992), p. 84. 

108 The exact time of the year for Cambyses’ capture of Egypt is not known. (Compare 

Molly Miller, “The earlier Persian dates in Herodotus,” in Klio, Band 37,1959, pp. 
30, 31.)—In the nineteenth century E. Revillout, one of the founders of the 
seholarly journal Revue Égyptologique in the 1870’s, elaimed that Psammetichus 
III ruled for at least two years, as one document dated to the fourth year of a king 
Psammetichus seemed to be written at the end of the Twenty-Sixth Dynasty. 
(Revue Égyptologique, Vol. 3, Paris, 1885, p. 191; and Vol. 7, 1896, p. 139.) But 
sinee then many new documents have been diseovered that make Revillout’s 
theory untenable. The document evidently refers either to one of the earlier kings 
known by the name of Psammetichus, or to one of the later vassal kings by that 
name. There were three kings by the name Psammetichus during the Saite 
period, and also two or three vassal kings by that name in the fifth century, and 
sometimes it has been difficult to deeide which of them is referred to in a text. 
Some documents that an earlier generation of Egyptologists dated to the reign of 
Psammetichus III have later had to be re-dated. Wolfgang Helek & Wolfhart 
Westendorf (eds.), Lexikon der Àgyptologie, Band IV (Wiesbaden, 1982), pp. 1172- 
75. 



526 BCE 
(P’s lstyear) 
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525 BCE 
(P’s 2nd year) 


P’s reign = 6 months 

As demonstrated by the discussion above, the ehronology of the 
Twenty-Sixth Dynasty of Egypt is soundly and independently 
established. The results are summarized in the following table: 

CHRONOLOGY OF THE TWENTY-SIXTH DYNASTY: 


Psammetichus I 

54 years 

664 - 610 B.C.E. 

Neeho II 

15 

610-595 

Psammetichus II 

6 

595 - 589 

Apries (= Hophra) 

19 

589 - 570 

Amasis 

44 

570 - 526 

Psammetichus III 

1 

526 - 525 


C-2: Synehronisms to the ehronology of the Saite period 

Does the ehronology of the Egyptian Saite period square with that 
of the Neo-Babylonian era as established above? Or, instead, does 
it harmonize with the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety as 
presented, for example, in its Bible dietionary Insight on the Serìptnres, 
Vol. 1, pages 462-466? 

The four synehronisms to the Egyptian ehronology mentioned 
earlier (the first three of these eoming from the Scriptures) deeide 
the matter: 

Firsf synehronism—2 Kings 23:29: In his [king Josiah’s] days 
Pharaoh Neehoh the Hng of Egypt eame up to the Hng of Assyria 
by the river Euphrates, and King Josiah proeeeded to go to meet 
him; but he put him to death at Megiddo as soon as he saw him. 
(NW) 

Here it is elearly shown that Judean king Josiah died at Megiddo 
in the reign of Pharaoh Neeho of Eg\'pt. Aeeording to the 
ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety, Josiah’s death took plaee 
in 629 B.C.E. (See Insight on the Seriptnres, Vol. 2, pp. 118, 483.) But 
aeeording to elear historieal evidenee, Neeho’s reign did not begin 
nntil nineteenyears later, in 610 B.C.E. (see table above). 109 So Josiah’s 
death did not take plaee in 629 B.C.E. but twenty years later, in 
609. 110 

109 Helek & Westendorf, op. eit., Band IV, pp. 369-71. Neeho succeeded to the throne 
at the death of his father Psammetichus I in the spring or summer of 610 B.O.E., 
but aeeording to the Egyptian antedating method his first year was counted from 
the beginning of the Egyptian eivil ealendar year, which this year began on 
January 23 of the Julian ealendar. —W. Barta, op. eit., p. 89. 

110 For a discussion of the exact date of Josiah’s death, see the final seetion of the 
Appendix: “Chronological tables eovering the seventy years.” 
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Seeond synehronism—Jeremiah 46:2: For Egypt, eoneerning the 
military foree of Pharaoh Neeho the king of Egypt, who happened 
to be by the river Euphrates at Carchemish, whom 
Nebuchadrezzar the king of Babylon defeated in the fourth year of 
Jehoialdm the son of Josiah, the king of Judah. (NW) 

This battle in the “fourth year of Jehoiakim” is plaeed in the year 
625 B.C.E. by the Watch Tower Soeiety (Insight on the Seriptnres, Vol. 
2, p. 483.), which again eannot be harmonized with the 
eontemporary ehronology of Egypt. But if this battle at 
Carchemish took plaee twenty years later, in the aeeession-year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, that is, in June, 605 B.C.E. aeeording to all the 
lines of evidenee presented earlier, we find this date to be in perfeet 
harmony with the reeognized reign of Pharaoh Neeho, 610—595 
B.C.E. 

Third synehronism—Jeremiah 44:30: This is what Jehovah has said: 
‘Here I am giving Pharaoh Hophra, the Hng of Egypt, into the 
hand of his enemies and into the hand of those seeking for his 
soul, just as I have given Zedekiah the king of Judah into the hand 
of Nebuchadrezzar the king of Babylon, his enemy and the one 
seeking for his soul.’ (NW) 

As the context shows (verses 1 ff.) these words were uttered not 
long after the destmetion of Jemsalem and its temple, when the 
rest of the Jewish poptdation had fled to Egypt after the 
assassination of Gedaliah. At that time Egypt was mled by Pharaoh 
Hophra, or Apries, as he is named by Herodotus. 1U 

If Apries mled Egypt at the time when the Jews fled there some 
months after the desolation of Jemsalem, this desolation eannot be 
dated to 607 B.C.E., for Apries did not begin his reign until 589 B.C.E. 
(see table above). But a dating of the desolation of Jemsalem to 
587 B.C.E. is in good agreement with the years of reign historieally 
established for him: 589-570 B.C.E. 

Fonrth sjnehronism — B.M. 33041: As mentioned earlier, this text 
refers to a eampaign against king Amasis ([Ama]-a-su) in 
Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh year. A. L. Oppenheim’s 
translation of this seanty fragment reads as follows: “. . . [in] the 
37th year, Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babfylonj, mar[ched against] 
Egypt (Misir) to deliver a battle. [Amajsis (text: [ . . . ]-a(?)-su), of 
Egypt, [ealled up his a]rm[y] ...[... ]ku from the town Putu-laman 


111 His name in the Egyptian inseriptions is transeribed as Wahibre. In the 
Septuagint version of the Old Testament (LXX), his name is spelled Onaphre. 
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. . . distant regions which (are situated on islands) amidst the sea 
. . . many . . . which/who (are) in Egypt . . . [earjrying weapons, 
horses and [ehariotjs . . . he ealled up to assist him and . . . did [. . . 

] in front of him . . . he put his trust. . .. “ 112 

This text is badly damaged, but it does definitely state that the 
eampaign into Egypt took plaee in Nebuchadnezzar’s “thirty- 
seventh year,” and while it is true that the name of the pharaoh is 
only partly legible, the cuneiform signs that are preserved seem 
only to fit Amasis, and no other pharaoh of the twenty-sixth 
dynasty. 

The Watch Tower Soeiety dates the thirty-seventh year of 
Nebuchadnezzar to 588 B.C.E. (Insight on the Seriptnres, Vol. 1, p. 
698), but this was during the reign of Apries (see the table). On the 
other hand, if Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh year was 568/67 
BCE., as is established by all the lines of evidenee presented earlier, 
this date is in excellent agreement with the reign of Amasis (570— 
526 B.C.E.). 

Consequently, not one of the four synehronisms with the 
independently established ehronology of Egypt agrees with the 
ehronology developed by the Watch Tower Soeiety. The 
diserepaney in that Soeiety’s reekoning is eonsistently about twenty 
years out of harmony. 

Interestingly, however, all four synehronisms are in perfeet 
harmony with the dates arrived at from the other lines of evidenees 
that have been discussed. These synehronisms to the Egyptian 
ehronology, therefore, add yet another line of evidenee to the others, 
which point eonsistently to 587 B.C.E. as the definitive date for the 
destmetion ofjemsalem. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Seven lines of evidenee have been presented above against any 
possible dating of the destmetion of Jemsalem to the year 607 
B.C.E., all of which lines of evidenee agree in dating that event 
twenty years later. At least four of these lines of evidenee are elearly 
independent of eaeh other. 

Consider first the three which give evidenee of interdependenee: 

(1) Early historians, the Neo-Babylonian ehronieles, and 
the Uruk kinglist 

We first saw that in the third century B.C.E., Babylonian priest 
Berossm wrote a history of Babylonia, quoted from by later 
historians, both in the B.C.E. and early C.E. periods. The vakdity 


112 Translated by A. Leo Oppenheim in Pritehard’s ANET (see note 2 above), p. 308. 
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of the dates presented by Berossus in his history is evideneed by 
their accurate refleetion of historieal material now available on 
aneient cuneiform tablets unearthed in Babylon, particularly the 
Neo-Babylonian Chronicles (a series of historieal vignettes setting out 
eertain episodes relating to the Babylonian empire, notably reeords 
of kingly succesion and of military eampaigns waged), and also the 
Babylonian kinglists (particularly the one known as the Uruk kinglist) 
which list the Babylonian rulers by name along with the years of 
their reign. 

Likewise with the source known as the Boyal Canon, a list of 
Babylonian mlers, which, though only fully extant in manuscripts 
of Ptolemy’s Handy Tables dated to the eigbth century C.E. and in 
later manuscripts, seems elearly to have been the eommon source 
relied upon by astronomer Claudius Ptolemy (70-161 C.E.) and by 
earlier seholars, such as Hipparchus of the seeond century B.C.E., 
when these dealt with and dated events of the Neo-Babylonian 
period. Though the Royal Canon evidently drew upon sources 
eommon to those employed by Berossus—tbat is, the aneient Neo- 
Babylonian ehronieles and kinglists—the order and forms of the names 
of kings found in it differ from his presentation sufficiently to 
indieate that it is a reeord developed independendy of his writings. 

It is acknowledged that the Neo-Babylonian ehronieles unearthed up 
to this point are still ineomplete, and also that some of the figures 
in the Unik kinglist for the reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings are 
damaged and only partially legible. However, the figures that are 
there and are legible on these cuneiform tablets all agree with the 
eorresponding figures found both in the writings of Berossus and 
in the listing of the Royal Canon. 

There is, then, strong reason to believe that the ehronologieal 
information originally given in those Neo-Babylonian sources has 
been preserved unaltered by Berossus and the Royal Canon. Both 
of these agree as to the overall length of the Neo-Babylonian era. 
In the emeial area here under investigation, their figures point to 
604/03 B.C.E. as the first year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign, and 
587/86 B.C.E. as his eighteenth year when he desolated Jemsalem. 

Though this evidenee is substantial, it remains tme that Berossus 
and the Royal Canon are seeondary sources, and even those aneient 
tablets known as the Babylonian Chronicles and the Uruk kinglist 
are evidently eopies of earlier originals. What supporting evidenee 
is there, then, to believe the reeords involved were actually written 
eontemporaneoHsly with the times and events deseribed? 
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(2) Inseriptions Nabon. No. 18 and Nabon. No. 8 (the Hillah 
stele) 

Aside from the Babylonian Chronicles and kinglists there are 
other aneient documents which give evidenee of being, not eopies, 
but originals. The royal inseription Nabon. No. 18, dated by the aid 
of another inseription known as the Royal Chronicle to the seeond 
year of Nabonidus, fixes this year astronomieally to 554/53 B.C.E. 
As Nabonidus’ reign ended with the fall of Babylon in 539 B.C.E., 
the total length of his reign is shown by this inseription to have 
been seventeen years (555/54—539/38 B.C.E.). 

The ìi'hole length of the Neo-Babjlonian period prior to Nabonidns is 
given by Nabon. No. 8 (the Hillah stele), which gives the time elapsed 
from the sixteenth year of initial ruler Nabopolassar up to the 
aeeession-year of final ruler Nabonidus as fiftyfonrjears. The stele 
thus fixes the sixteenth year of Nabopolassar to 610/09 B.C.E. 

If this was Nabopolassar’s sixteenth year, his twenty-first and 
last year was 605/04 B.C.E. Nebuchadnezzar’s first year, then, was 
604/03 B.C.E. and his eighteenth year was 587/86, during which 
Jemsalem was destroyed. 

(3) Nabon. H 1, B (the Adad-guppV stele) 

Nabon. H 1, B (the Adad-guppi’ stele) gives the reigns of all the 
Neo-Babylonian kings (except for that of Labashi-Marduk, as his 
brief reign does not affeet the ehronology presented) from 
Nabopolassar up to the ninth year of Nabonidus. Sinee the Watch 
Tower Soeiety indireetly aeeepts a seventeen-year rule for 
Nabonidus (as was shown above in the discussion of the Nabonidns 
ehroniele), this stele of itself overthrows their 607 B.C.E. date for 
the desolation of Jemsalem and shows this event to have taken 
plaee twenty years later, in 587 B.C.E. 

These three lines of evidenee may logieally be grouped together 
because it eannot be elearly established that the various documents 
involved are wholly independent of one another. Reasons for 
believing that Berossus and the Royal Canon both got their 
information from Babylonian ehronieles and kinglists have already 
been pointed out. It is also possible that the ehronologieal 
information given in the royal inseriptions was derived from the 
ehronieles (although this is something that eannot be proved). 113 
Grayson’s suggestion, that the ehronieles themselves may have 


113 A. K. Grayson, “Assyria and Babylonia,” Orientalia, Vol. 49 (1980), p. 164 
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been eomposed with the help of the information given in the 
astronomieal “diaries” has been strongly argued against by other 
seholars. 114 

This possible interdependenee of some of these sources, 
however, does not nullify their conclusive power. As the aneient 
royal inseriptions preserve ehronologieal information that is 
eontemporary ivith the Neo-Babylonian era itself, we have every 
reason to aeeept it as faetnal and tnie information. This would be 
true even if this information was based upon eontemporary 
Babylonian ehronieles. For, although the ehronology of these 
ehronieles is preserved only in a few fragmentary eopies, in a late 
kinglist, and by Berossus and the Royal Canon, the agreement 
between these later sources and the aneient royal inseriptions is 
striking. This agreement eonfirms that the figures of the original 
Neo-Babylonian ehronieles have been eorreetly preserved in these 
later sources. 

There remain four lines of evidenee which have sound elaim to 
independenee. 

(4) Eeonomie-administrative and legal doeiiments 

Tens of thousands of eeonomie, administrative and legal texts, 
dated to the year, month, and the day of the reigning king, have 
eome down to us from the Neo-Babylonian period. A large 
number of dated tablets are extant from eaehyear during this whole 
period. The length of reign of eaeh king may, then, be established 
by these documents, so?netimes ahnost to the day. 

The results arrived at are in good agreement with the figures 
given by Berossus, the Royal Canon, the ehronieles, and the 
eontemporary royal inseriptions from the reign of Nabonidus. 

The twenty years demanded by the ehronology of the Watch 
Tower Soeiety are totally missing. 

The business and administrative documents are original 
documents, eontemporay ivith the Neo-Babylonian era itself, which 
makes this line of evidenee exceedingly strong. These documents 
definitely point to 587/86 B.C.E. as Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth 
regnal year, when he desolated Jemsalem. 

(5) Prosopographieal evidenee 

The prosopographieal stady of the cuneiform tablets provides 
various eheeks on the accuracy of the Neo-Babylonian ehronology. 

114 Ibid.,p. 174. Cf. John M. Steele, Observations and Predietions of Eelipse Times by 
Early Astronomers (Dordreeht, ete: Kluwer Aeademie Publishers, 2000), pp. 127, 
128. The astronomieal observations reeorded in these diaries must an}rway be 
treated as separate and independent lines of evidenee. 
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The eareers of seribes, temple administrators, slaves, business 
men, and others may be followed for deeades, in some eases 
through almost the whole Neo-Babylonian period and on into the 
Persian era. Thousands of dated documents give insight into the 
business, legal, religious, family and other aetivities of these 
individuals. Many texts deal with matters that extend over weeks, 
months, or even years, such as inventories, lease of land or houses, 
instalments of debts, hire of slaves and livestoek, run-away slaves, 
court proeeedings, and so on. 

The aetivities of some individuals may be followed through 
almost their whole lives. But never do we find that their aetivities 
eross the established ehronologieal borders of the period into some 
unknown twenty-year period that the Watch Tower Soeiety would 
add to the Neo-Babylonian era. The insertion of these twenty years 
would, in faet, not only distort the understanding of the eareers, 
aetivities, and family relations of many individuals, but it would 
also give many of them abnormal life spans. 

(6) Chronological interloeking joints 

Sometimes a text may eontain aetivities and dates that interseet 
two or more consecutive reigns in a way that ehronologieally ties 
them together and excludes every possibility of inserting extra 
kings and years between them. 

As was demonstrated in this particular seetion, quite a number 
of such documents exist that interloek eaeh reign with the next 
throughout the ivhole Neo-Babjlonian period. Although eleven documents 
of this kind were presented earlier, a elose examination of the tens 
of thousands of unpublished tablets from the Neo-Babylonian 
period would probably multiply the number. Those presented, 
however, suffice to show that the length of the whole Neo- 
Babylonian era may be securely established by the aid of such 
“ehronologieal joints” alone. 

(7) Synehronisms with the eontemporary Egyptian 
ehronology 

The ehronology of eontemporary Egyptian kings provides an 
excellent test of Neo-Babylonian ehronology, as there are four 
synehronisms tied to it, three of which are given in the Bible. 

These synehronisms are of the utmost importanee, as the 
eontemporary ehronology of Egypt has been established 
independently of the ehronologies of other nations of that time. Yet it 
was shown that the Egyptian ehronology is in eomplete harmony 
with the data given by Berossus, the Royal Canon, and all the 
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cuneiform documents discussed above, while a eomparison with 
the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety shows a eonsistent 
differenee of about twenty years. 

These four synehronisms to Egyptian ehronology all refute the 
607 B.C.E. date for the desolation of Jemsalem and onee again 
uphold 587/86 B.C.E. as the eorreet date for that event. 

The evidenee from all this material is overwhelming and should 
eertainly be eonsidered eonelmive. For most seholars, just tm or three 
of these seven lines of evidenee would be sufficient proof of the 
accuracy of the Neo-Babylonian ehronology. For the leaders of the 
Watch Tower Soeiety, however, not even seven lines of evidenee are 
enough to ehange their minds, as shown by their eonsistent 
rejeetion of such evidenee presented to them earlier. 

Sinee the ehronology constitutes the very foundation for the 
major elaims and message of the organization, they evidendy feel 
that too much is at stake for abandoning their Gentile times 
ehronology, not least of this being their own elaimed position of 
divine authority. It is extremely unlikely, therefore, that even tmee 
the number of lines of evidenee will have any influence on their 
minds. 

For the sake of eompleteness, however, another seven lines of 
evidenee will be presented in detail in the next ehapter, and a few 
others will be briefly deseribed. As all of them are based on 
aneient Babylonian astronomieal texts, they will be shown to turn the 
ehronology of the whole Neo-Babylonian era into what is termed 
an ahsolnte ehronology. 



4 


THE ABSOLUTE OHRONOLOGY 

OF 

THE NEO-BABYLONIAN ERA 


A S EXPLAINED earlier in ehapter 2, an absolute ehronology is 
usually best established by the aid of aneient astronomieal 
observations. 

Although no observations usable for dating purposes are 
reeorded in the Bible, it was pointed out that at 2 Kings 25:2, 8 the 
dating of the desolation ofjemsalem to “the eleventh year of King 
Zedekiah,” the last king of Judah, is synehronized with “the 
nineteenth year of ¥ang ~Nebuchadneìgcir,” the Babylonian desolator of 
the eity. If the reign of Nebuchadnezzar could be fixed 
astronomieally to our era, it would be possible to establish the 
B.C.E. date for the desolation of Jemsalem. 

In this ehapter it will be demonstrated that the ìvhole Neo- 
Babylonian period, including the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, may be 
established as an absohite ehronology by the aid of astronomieal 
cuneiform documents found in Mesopotamia. 

The stiidy of the Babylonian astronomieal documents 

The study of the astronomieal cuneiform texts started more than 
one hundred years ago. One of the leading Assyriologists at that 
time was J. N. Strassmaier (1846-1920). He was a diligent eopyist 
of the cuneiform texts that from the 1870’s onwards were being 
brought from Mesopotamia to the British Museum in enormous 
quantities. 

Strassmaier found that a great number of the texts eontained 
astronomieal data. He sent eopies of these texts to his colleague J. 
Epping, who taught mathematies and astronomy in Falkenburg, 
Holland. Thus Epping (1835-1894) was to beeome the pioneer in 
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the study of the Babylonian astronomieal texts. After his death 
another of Strassmaier’s colieagues, Franz Xaver Kugler (1862- 
1929), took over the work of Epping. 

Few, if any, have contributed as much to the study of the 
astronomieal texts as Kugler. He published his results in a series of 
monumental works, such as Die Babylonisehe Mondreehnnng (1901), 
Stemknnde and Stemdienst in Babel, Vol. I and II (1907-1924), and 
Von Moses bis Paulus (1922). The last two works include detailed 
studies of aneient ehronology, in which the astronomieal texts are 
fully developed and studied in depth. 1 

After Kugler’s death in 1929 some of the key names in the study 
of the Babylonian astronomy have been P. J. Schaumberger 
(deeeased 1955), Otto Neugebauer (1899-1990), and Abraham J. 
Saehs (1914-1983). Many other modern seholars have contributed 
much to the understanding of the astronomieal texts, some of 
whom have been consuited for the following discussion. 

Aneient astronomy 

As ean be deduced from the Babylonian astronomieal tablets, a 
regular and systematie study of the sky began in the mid-eighth 
century B.C.E., perhaps even earlier. Trained observers were 
speeifieally employed to earry out a regiilar watch of the positions 
and movements of the sun, the moon and the planets, and to 
reeord from day to day the phenomena observed. 

This regiilar aetivity was performed at a number of 
observational sites in Mesopotamia, loeated in the eities of 
Babylon, Uruk, Nippur, Sippar, Borsippa, Cutha, and Dilbat. 2 (See 
the aeeompanying map.) 

As a result of this aetivity, the Babylonian seholars at an early 
stage had reeognized the various eyeles of the sun, the moon and 
the five planets visible to the naked eye (Mercury, Venus, Mars, 
Jupiter, and Saturn), enabling them even to prediet eertain 
phenomena, such as lunar eelipses. 

1 Kugler’s results are of lasting value. Dr. Schaumberger states that Kugler “on all 
essential points has fixed the ehronology for the last centuries before Ohrist, 
having thus performed an invaluable serviee to the seienee of history.”—P. J. 
Schaumberger, “Drei babylonisehe Planetentafeln der Seleukidenzeit,” Orientalia, 
Vol. 2, Nova Series (Rome, 1933), p. 99. 

2 In Assyrian times, such observations were also performed in the eities of Assur 
and Nineveh. The observations in Babylonia were possibly performed on top of 
temple-towers, ziggurats, such as the ziggurat of Etemenanki in Babylon. 
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Finally, in the Persian and Seleucid eras, they had developed a 
very high level of seientifie and mathematieal astronomy that had 
never been reaehed by any other aneient eivilization. 3 

The natiire of the Babylonian astronomieal texts* 

Although astronomieal cuneiform texts have been found also in 
the ruins of Nineveh and Uruk, the bulk of the texts—about 
1,600—eomes from an astronomieal arehive somewhere in the eity 
of Babylon. 

3 It has often been pointed out that the Babylonian interest in the sky to a great 
extent was astrologieally motivated. Although this is eorreet, Professor Otto 
Neugebauer points out that the main purpose of the Babylonian astronomers was 
not astrology, but the study of ealendarie problems. (Otto Neugebauer, Astronomy 
and History. Seleeted Essays. New York: Springer-Verlag, 1983, p. 55.) For further 
eomments on the astrologieal motive, see the Appendix for ehapter four, seetion 1: 
“Astrology as a motive for Babylonian astronomy.” 

* Oonsideration of astronomieal evidenee ineseapably involves much teehnieal data. 
Some readers may prefer to bypass this and go to the summary at the end of this 
ehapter. The teehnieal data is nonetheless there for eorroboration. 
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The arehive was found and emptied by loeal inhabitants from 
nearby villages, and the exact finding spot within the eity is not 
known today. Most of the texts were obtained for the British 
Museum from dealers in the latter part of the nineteenth century. 

About 300 of the texts are eoneerned with seientifie 
mathematieal astronomy and belong to the last four centuries 
B.C.E. Most of them are ephemerides, that is, tables with ealeiilations 
of the positions of the moon and the five naked-eye planets. 

The greater part of the remaining texts, however, about 1,300 in 
number, are non-mathematieal and prineipally observational in 
nature. The observations date from about 750 B.C.E. to the first 
century of the Christian era. 4 The great number of observational 
texts are of the utmost importanee for establishing the absolute 
ehronology of this whole period. 

With respeet to eontent, the non-mathematieal texts may be 
subdivided into various eategories. By far the largest group are the 
so-ealled astronomieal “diaries. “ These reeord on a regular basis a 
large number of phenomena, including the positions of the moon 
and the planets. It is generally aeeepted that such “diaries” were 
kept continuously from the mid-eighth century B.C.E. onwards. 
The other eategories of texts, which include almanaes (eaeh 
reeording astronomieal data for one particular Babylonian year), 
texts with planetary observations (eaeh giving data for one speeifie 
planet), and texts reeording lunar eelipses, were apparently excerpts 
from the “diaries.” 

Thus, although only a handfhl of diaries from the four earliest 
centuries are extant, quite a number of the observations reeorded 
in other diaries eompiled in this early period have been preserved 
in these excerpts. 

A eomprehensive examination of all the non-mathematieal texts 
was started several deeades ago by Dr. A. J. Saehs, who devoted the 
last thirty years of his life to the study of these texts. 5 After his 
death in 1983, Saehs’ work has been continued by Professor 
Hermann Hunger (in Vienna, Austria), who today is the leading 
expert on the astronomieal observational texts. Both of these 
authorities were consulted for the following discussion. 

4 Asger Aaboe, ‘Babylonian Mathematies, Astrology, and Astronomy,” The Cambridge 
Aneient History, Vol. 111:2 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), pp. 277- 
78. The observational texts may also oeeasionally eontain deseriptions of eelipses 
calculated in advanee. 

5 The various kinds of texts were elassified by A. J. Saehs in the Journál of 
Cuneiform Studies, Vol. 2 (1948), pp. 271-90. In the work Late Babylonian 
Astronomieal and Related Texts (Providenee, Rhode Island: Brown tJniversity Press, 
1955), Saehs presents an extensive catalogue of the astronomieal, astrologieal, and 
mathematieal cuneiform texts, most of which had been eopied by T. G. Pinehes 
and J. N. Strassmaier in the late nineteenth century. The catalogue lists 1520 
astronomieal texts, but many more have been diseovered sinee. 
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A. THE ASTRONOMIOAL DIARIES 

A “diary” usually eovers the six or seven months of the first or 
seeond half of a particular Babylonian year and reeords, often on a 
day-to-day basis, the positions of the moon and the planets in 
relation to eertain stars and eonstellations, and also gives details of 
lunar and solar eelipses. Much additional information is added, 
such as meteorologieal events, earthquakes, market priees, and 
similar data. Sometimes also historieal events are reeorded. 6 Over 
2,000 years old, it is only to be expected that these elay tablets are 
often fragmentary. 

More than 1,200 fragments of astronomieal diaries of various 
sizes have been diseovered, but because of their fragmentary 
eondition only about a third of the number are datable. 

Most of these eover the period from 385 to 61 B.C.E. and 
eontain astronomieal information from about 180 of these years, 
thus firmly establishing the ehronology of this period. 7 

Half a dozen of the diaries are earlier. The two oldest are lAAT 
4956 from the sixth and BM. 32312 from the seventh centuries 
B.C.E. Both provide absolute dates that firmly establish the length 
of the Neo-Babylonian period. 

A-l: The astronomieal diary VAT 4956 

The most important astronomieal diary for our discussion is 
designated bdT 4956 and is kept in the Near Eastern department 
(”Vorderasiatischen Abteilung”) in the Berlin Museum. This diary 
is dated from Nisanu 1 of Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh regnal 
year to Nisanu 1 of his thirty-eighth regnal year, reeording 
observations from five months of his thirty-seventh year (months 
1, 2, 3, 11 and 12). The most reeent transeription and translation of 
the text is that of Saehs and Hunger, published in 1988. 8 

6 The seribes evidently kept mnning reeords of their day-to-day observations, as 
may be seen from smaller tablets that eover much shorter periods, sometimes only 
a few days. From these reeords the longer diaries were eompiled.—A. J. Saehs & H. 
Hunger, Astronomieal Diaries and Related Texts from Babylonia, Vol. I (Wien: Verlag 
der ósterreiehisehen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1988), p. 12. 

7 Otto Neugebauer, for example, explains: “Sinee planetary and lunar data of such 
variety and abundance define the date of a text with absolute accuracy—lunar 
positions with respeet to fixed stars do not even allow 24 hours of uncertainty 
which is otherwise involved in lunar dates—we have here reeords of Seleucid 
history [312-64 B .C.E.] which are far more reliable than any other historieal 
source material at our disposal.”—Orientalistisehe Literaturzeitung, Vol. 52 (1957), 
p. 133. 

8 Saehs—Hunger, op.eit. (1988), pp. 46-53. The first translation of the text, which 
also includes an extensive eommentary, is that of P. V. Neugebauer and Ernst F. 
Weidner, “Ein astronomiseher Beobachtungstext aus dem 37. Jahre 
Nebukadnezars II. (-567/66),” in Beriehte ilber die Verhandlungen der Kónigl. 
Saehsisehen Gesellsehaft der VJissensehaften zu Leipzig: Philologiseh-Historisehe 
Klasse, Band 67:2, 1915, pp. 29-89. 
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The extant datable astronomieal diaries 

The earliest diary is from 652/51 B.C.E. Then follows VAT 4956 
from 568/67 B.C.E. Most eover the period from 385 to 61 
B.C.E., eontaining astronomieal information from about 180 of 
these years. — The ehart is reproduced from A. J. Saehs, 
"Babylonian observational astronomy," in F. R Hodson (ed.), The 
Tlaee of Astronomy in the Aneìent Worìd (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1974), p. 47. 

Among the many observed positions reeorded on VAT 4956, 
there are about thirty which are so exactly deseribed that modern 
astronomers ean easily fix the preeise dates when they were seen. 
By doing so they have been able to show that all these observations 
(of the moon and the five then known planets) must have been 
made during the year 568/67 B.C.E. 

If Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh regnal year was 568/67 
B.C.E., then it follows that his first year must have been 604/03 
B..C.E.,and his eighteenth year, during which he desolated 
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Jemsalem, 587/86 B.C.E. 9 This is the same date indieated by all the 
seven lines of evidenee discussed in the previems ehapter! 

Could all these observations also have been made twenty years 
earlier, in the year 588/87 B.C.E., which aeeording to the 
ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety’s Bible dietionary Insight on 
the Seriptnres eorresponded to Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh 
regnal year? 10 The same dietionary (page 456 of Vol. 1, where VAT 
4956 is obviously alluded to) acknowledges that “Modern 
ehronologers point out that such a eombination of astronomieal 
positions would not be duplicated again in thousands of years.” 

Let us eonsider one example. Aeeording to this diary, on Nisanu 

I of Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh year the planet Saturn could 
be observed “in front of the Swallow,” the “Swallow” (SIM) 
referring to the south-west part of the eonstellation of the Fishes 
(Pisees) of the Zodiae. 11 As Saturn has a revohrtion of e. 29.5 years, 
it moves through the whole Zodiae in 29.5 years. This means that it 
ean be observed in eaeh of the twelve eonstellations of the Zodiae 
for about 2.5 years on the average. It means also that Saturn could 
be seen “in front of the Swallow” 29.5 years previous to 568/67 
B.C.E., that is, in 597/96 B.C.E, but eertainly not 20_years earlier, in 
588/87 B.C.E., the date the Watch Tower would like to assign for 
Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh regnal year. That is simply an 
astronomieal impossibility, even in the ease of this one planet. But 
there are five planets that figure in the diary’s astronomieal 
observations. 

Add, therefore, the different revolutions of the other four planets, 
the positions of which are speeified several times in the text, along 
with the positions given for the moon at various times of the year, 
and it beeomes easily understood why such a eomhination of 
observations could not be made again in thousands of years. The 
observations reeorded in VAT 4956 must have been made in the 
year 568/67 B.C.E., because they fit no other situation which 
occurred either thousands of years before or after that date! 

9 The diary elearly states that the observations were made during Nebuchadnezzar’s 
thirty-seventh year. The text opens with the words: “Year 37 of Nebukadnezar, 
king of Babylon.” The latest date, given elose to the end of the text, is: “Year 38 of 
Nebukadnezar, month I, the lst.”—Sachs-Hunger, op. eit., pp. 47, 53. 

10 Insight on the Scriptures, Vol. 2 (Brooklyn, New York: Watchtower Bible and Traet 
Soeiety, 1988), p. 481, under the subheading “Takes Tyre.” 

II Sachs-Hunger, op. eit., pp. 46-49. The expression “in front of’ in the text refers to 
the daily westward rotation of the eelestial sphere and means “to the west of’. 
(Ibid., p.22) For a discussion of the Babylonian names of the eonstellations, see 
Bartel L. van der VVaerden, Seienee Aioakening, Vol.II (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1974), pp. 71-74, 97. 
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VAT 4956, now in the ”Vorderasiatisches Abteilung” in the 
Berlin Museum, gives detail on about 30 positions of the moon 
and the five then known planets for the 37th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar (568/67 B.C.E.), establishing that jear as the most 
reliable absolnte date in the sixth eentnry B.C.E. —Reproduced from A. 
J. Saeks & H. Hunger, Astronomieal Diaries and Related Texts from 
Babylonia , Vol. I (Wien: Verlag der òsterreiehisehen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, 1988), Plate 3. Photo used courtesy of the 
Vorderasiatisehes Museum in Berlin. 
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Thus VAT 4956 gives very strong support to the ehronology of 
the Neo-Babylonian era as established by the historians. 
Attempting to overeome this evidenee, the Watch Tower Soeiety, 
in the above-mentioned Bible dietionary, goes on to state that, 
“While to some this might seem like ineontrovertibie evidenee, 
there are faetors greatly reducing its strength.” 

What are these faetors? And do they genuinely reduce the 
strength of the evidenee in this aneient tablet? 

(a) The first is that the observations made in Babylon may have 
eontained errors. The Babylonian astronomers showed greatest 
eoneern for eelestial events or phenomena occurring elose to the 
horizon, at the rising or setting of the moon or the sun. However, 
the horizon as viewed from Babylon is frequendy obscured by 
sandstorms. 

Then Professor Otto Neugebauer is quoted as saying that 
Ptolemy eomplained about “the laek of reliable planetary 
observations [from. aneient Babylon] ,” 12 

However, many of the observations reeorded in the diaries were 
not made elose to the horizon, but higher up in the sky. Further, 
Babylonian astronomers had several means of overeoming 
unfavorable weather eonditions. 

As noted earlier, the observations were performed at a mimber of 
sites in Mesopotamia. What could not be observed at one plaee due 
to clouds or sandstorms, could probably be observed somewhere 
else. 13 

One method used to get over the difllculty of observing stars 
elose to the horizon due to dust was to observe, instead, “the 
simultaneously occurring of other stars, the so-ealled ziqpu-stars,” 
that is, stars erossing the meridian higher up on the sky at their 
eiilmination. 14 

Finally, the horizon as viewed from Babylon was not obscured 
by sandstorms every day, and some planetary events could be 
observed many days or weeks in succession, also higher up in the 
sky, for example, the position of Saturn which, aeeording to our 
text, could be observed “in front of the Swallow [the south-west 
part of the Fishes].” As was pointed out above, Saturn ean be 
observed in eaeh of the twelve eonstellations of the Zodiae for 
about 2.5 years on the average. 

12 Insight on the Seriptiires, Vol. 1, p. 456. 

13 See the eomments by Hermann Hunger (ed.) in Astrologieal Reports to Assyrian 
Kings (Helsinki: Helsinki University Press, 1992), p. XXII. 

14 B. L. van der Waerden, op. eit., pp. 77, 78. ziqpu is the Babylonian teehnieal term 
for culmination. The procedure is explained in the famous Babylonian 
astronomieal compendium MUL.APIN from about the seventh century B.C.E. (van 
der Waerden, ibid.) 
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Saturn’s position in the vieinity of the southern Fish, then, could 
have been observed for several months in succession, which would 
have made it impossible for Babylonian astronomers in their 
regular observations of the planets to make any mistake as to where 
this planet could be seen during the thirty-seventh year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, in spite of frequent sandstorms. Our text, in faet, 
direetly states that Saturn was observed “in front of the Swallow” 
not only on the first day of Nisanu (the first month), but also on 
the first day of Ayyaru (the seeond month)! 

That the observations reeorded in VAT 4956 are substantially 
eorreet may be seen from the faet that all of them (except for one 
or two eontaining seribal errors) fit the same year. This would not 
have been the ease if the observations were erroneous. 15 

The next faetor brought up in the Watch Tower Soeiety’s Bible 
dietionary that is held to reduce the strength of VAT 4956 is the 
faet that some diaries are not original documents but later eopies: 

(b) Seeond, the faet is that the great majohty of the 
astronomieal diaries found were written, not in the time of the 
Neo-Babylonian or Persian empires, but in the Seleucid period 
(312-65 B.C.E.), although they eontain data relating to those 
earlier periods. Historians assume that they are eopies of earlier 
documents. 

There is nothing to show that most diaries are later eopies, but 
sotne are, as indieated by writing eonventions used in the text. The 
earliest dated diaries frequently refleet the stmggle of the eopyists 
to understand the aneient documents they were eopying, some of 
which were broken or otherwise damaged, and often the 
documents used an arehaie terminology which the eopyists tried to 
“modernize.” This is elearly tme of VAT 4956, too. Twice in the 
text the eopyist added the eomment “broken off,” indieating he 
was unable to deeipher a word in the eopy. Also, the text refleets 


15 Some events reeorded in the diaries are actually not observations, but events 
calculated in advanee. Thus VAT 4956 reeords an eelipse of the moon which 
occurred on the 15th day of the month Simanu (the third month). That this eelipse 
had been calculated in advanee is evident from the expression AN-KUio sin (also 
transeribed atalá Sin), which denotes apredieted lunar eelipse. It is further pointed 
out in the text that the eelipse “was omitted” (literally, “passed by”), that is, it was 
invisible in Babylon. (Sachs-Hunger, op. eit., Vol. I, 1988, pp. 23, 48, 49) This does 
not mean that the predietion failed. The expression implied that the eelipse was 
expected not to be seen. Aeeording to modern calculations, the eelipse took plaee 
on July 4,568 B.C.E. (Julian ealendar), but as it took plaee in the afternoon it was 
not visible at Babylon. The method that may have been used by the Babylonian 
astronomers for predieting this eelipse is discussed by Professor Peter Huber in B. 
L. van der Waerden (op. eit., note 11 above), pp. 117-120. 
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his attempt to ehange the arehaie terminology. But did he also 
ehange the eontent of the text? 

On this the first translators of the text, P. V. Neugebauer and E. 
F. Weidner, eonehided: “As far as the eontents are eoneerned the 
eopy is of course a faithful reproduction of the original.” 16 Other 
seholars, who sinee have examined the document, agree. Professor 
Peter Huber states: 

It is preserved only in a eopy of much later date, but that 
appears to be a faithfiil transeript (orthographieally somewhat 
modemized) of an original of NEBUCHADNEZZAR’S time. 17 

Suppose that some of the material in the about thirty 
eompletely reeeived observations reeorded in VAT 4956 had been 
distorted by later eopyists. How great is the possibihty that all these 
“distorted” observations would fit into one and the same year—the 
very one eorroborated by Berossus, the Royal Canon, the 
ehronieles, the royal inseriptions, the eontraet tablets, the Uruk 
kinghst, and many other documents—that is, Nebuchadnezzar’s 
thirty-seventh regnal year? Aeeidental errors of this kind do not 
“eooperate” to such a great extent. So there is no sound reason to 
doubt that the original observations have been eorreetly preserved 
in our eopy. 

(e) Finally, as in the ease of Ptolemy, even though the 
astronomieal information (as now interpreted and understood) on 
the texts diseovered is basieally accurate, this does not prove that 
the historieal information aeeompanying it is accurate. Even as 
Ptolemy used the reigns of aneient kings (as he understood them) 
simply as a framework in which to plaee his astronomieal data, so 
too, the writers (or eopyists) of the astronomieal texts of the 
Seleucid period may have simply inserted in their astronomieal 
texts what was then the aeeepted, or “popular,” ehronology of that 
time! 18 

What is suggested by the Watch Tower organization is that the 
later eopyists ehanged the dates found in the “diaries” in order to 
adapt them to their own eoneepts of the aneient Babylonian and 
Persian ehronology. Thus a writer in the A-ii’ake! magazine imagines 
that “the eopyist of ‘VAT 4956’ may, in hne with the ehronology 


16 P. V. Neugebauer and E. F. Weidner, op. eit. (see note 8), p. 39. 

17 Peter Huber in B . L. van der Waerden, ap. eit., p. 96. 

18 Insight an the Scriptures, Vol. 1, p. 456. As pointed out in ehapter 3 above (seetion 
A2), the so-ealled “Ptolemy’s Canon” (or, Royal Canon) was not worked out by 
Claudius Ptolemy. Further, as his quotations from aneient Babylonian 
astronomieal texts available to him show that these were already dated to speeifie 
regnal years of aneient kings, he eannot have used the eanon “as a framework in 
which to plaee his astronomieal data.” 
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aeeepted in his time, have inserted the ‘thirty-seventh year of 
Nebuchadnezzar’ ,” 19 Is this a plausible theory? 

As was pointed out above, VAT 4956 is dated from Nisanu 1 of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh year to Nisanu 1 of his thirty- 
eighth year. Further, almost all events mentioned in the text are 
dated, with the month, the day and—when neeessary—the time of the 
day given. About forty dates of this kind are given in the text, though 
the year, of course, is not repeated at all these plaees. All known 
diaries are dated in a similar way. 

In order to ehange the years in the text, the eopyists would also 
have been foreed to ehange the name of the reigning king. Why? 
Nebuchadnezzar died in his forty-third year of rule. If his thirty- 
seventh year fell in 588/87 B.C.E., as the Watch Tower Soeiety 
holds, he must have been dead for many years by 568/67 B.C.E. 
when the observations of VAT 4956 were made. 

Is it really likely that the Seleucid eopyists devoted themselves to 
such large-seale forgeries? What do we know about the “popular” 
ehronology of their time, which is proposed in the Watch Tower’s 
publication as the motive for this deliberate fraud? 

The ehronology for the Neo-Babylonian era eomposed by 
Berossus early in the Seleucid period evidently represents the 
eontemporary, “popular” eoneept of Neo-Babylonian 
ehronology. 20 If counted backwards from the fall of Babylon in 539 
B.C.E., Berossus’ figures for the reigns of Neo-Babylonian kings 
plaee Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh year in 568/67 B.C.E. as 
does VAT 4956. 

More importantly, Berossus’ Neo-Babylonian ehronology, as 
shown earlier in ehapter three, is of the same length as that given bj the 
many doenments eontemporary mth the Neo-Babjlonian era itself such as 
ehronieles, royal inseriptions, business documents, as well as with 
eontemporary Egyptian documents! 

The “popular” Neo-Babylonian ehronology as presented in the 
Seleucid era, then, was not something based on mere supposition, 
but meets the qualifications of a true and eorreet ehronology, and 
there was no need for eopyists to alter the aneient documents in 
order to adapt them to it. The theory that they falsified these 
documents, therefore, is groundless. Besides, it is refuted 
eompletely by other astronomieal texts, including the next diaiy to 
be discussed. 

19 Awake!, May 8, 1972, page 28. 

20 As explained in ehapter 3 above (seetion A-l), Berossus’ ehronology was eomposed 

about 281 B.C.E. The Seleucid era began in 312 B.C.E. 
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The astronomieal diary B.M. 32312 

Tliis diary gives details on the positions of Merenry, Satum, and Mars, 
which date it to the year 652/51 B.C.E. An historieal notiee, also 
repeated in the AMtu Chronicle and there dated to the 16th year of 
Shamashshumukin, frses that year to 652/51 B.C.E., which 
prevents any extension of the Neo-Babylonian era backwards in 
time. Photo used courtesy of the Tmstees of the British Museum. 


A-2: The astronomieal diary BM. 32312 

In an artiele published in 1974, Professor Abraham J. Saehs gives a 
brief presentation of the astronomieal diaries. Mentioning that the 
oldest datable diary eontains observations from the year 652 
B.C.E., he explains how he was able to fix its date: 

When I first tried to date this text, I found the astronomieal 
eontents to be just barely adequate to make this date virtually 
eertain. 
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It was a great relief when I was able to eonfìrm the date by 
matehing up a historieal remark in the diary with the 
eorresponding statement for -651 in a well-dated historieal 
ehroniele. 21 

As this diaiy seemed to be of great importanee for the question 
of Babylonian ehronology, I wrote to Professor Saehs baek in 1980 
and asked two questions: 

1. What information in the diary makes the date -651 [=652 
B.C.E.], “virtually eertain’? 

2. What ldnd of historieal remark in the diary eorresponds with 
what statement in which well-dated ehroniele? 

In his answer Professor Saehs enelosed a eopy of a photograph 
of the diary in question, B.M. 32312, and added information which 
fully answered my two questions. The astronomieal eontents of the 
diary elearly establish the year as 652/51 B.C.E. when the 
observations were made. Saehs writes that “the preserved 
astronomieal events (Mercury’s last visibility in the east behind 
Pisees, Saturn’s last visibility behind Pisees, both around the 14th 
of month I; Mars’ stationary point in Seorpio on the 17th of month 
I; Mercury’s first visibility in Pisees on the 6th of month XII) 
uniquely determine the date .” 22 

Interestingly, it eannot be elaimed that this diary was redated by 
later eopyists, because the name of the king, his regnal year, and 
month names are broken away. Yet these data may justifiably be 
supplied because of a historieal remark at the end of the diary. For 
“the 27th” of the month (the month name is broken away) the 
diary states that at the site of “Hiritu in the provinee of Sippar the 
troops of Babylonia and of Assyria fou[ght with eaeh] other, and 


21 A. J. Saehs, ‘Babylonian observational astronomy,” in F. R. Hodson (ed.), The Plaee 
of Astronomy in the Aneient World (Philosophieal transaetions of the Royal Soeiety of 
London, ser. A. 276, London: Oxford University Press, 1974), p.48. — For the 
purpose of faeilitating astronomieal computations, the year preeeding 1 C.E. is 
ealled 0 instead of 1 B.C.E. and the year preeeding 0 is ealled -1 instead of 2 
B.C.E. The year 652 B.C.E., therefore, is astronomieally written as —651. 

22 Letter Saehs-Jonsson, dated Febmary 10, 1980. The diary has sinee been 
published in Sachs-Hunger, op. eit., Vol. I (1988; see note 6 above), pp. 42-47. Of 
the first two events, the seribe says: “I did not watch because the days were 
overeast “ (Ibid., p. 43) This statement does not make the astronomieally fixed date 
of the positions less eertain. As pointed out earlier, the Babylonian seholars not 
only knew the various eyeles of the visible planets , but they also regularly 
watched their daily motions and positions relative to eertain fixed stars or 
eonstellations along the eeliptie. Thus, even if a planet could not be observed for 
some days due to clouds, its position could easily be deduced from its position 
when it was last seen. 
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the troops of Babylonia withdrew and were heaviiy defeated.” 23 
Fortunately, it is possible to plaee the time of this batde sinee it is 
also mentioned in a well-known Babylonian ehroniele. 

The ehroniele is the so-ealled Akstu Chronicle, B.M. 86379, which 
eovers a part of Shamashshumukin’s reign, espeeially his last five 
years (the sixteenth to the twentieth). The battle at Hiritu is dated 
in his sixteenth year as follows: 

The sixteenth year of Shamash-shuma-ukin: . . . On the twenty- 
seventh day of Adar [the 12th month] the armies of Assyria and 
Akkad [Babylonia] did battle in Hirit. The army of Akkad retreated 
from the battlefield and a major defeat was inflieted upon them. 24 

The astronomieal events deseribed in the diary fix the battle at 
Hiritu on Adam 27 to 651 B.C.E. 25 The Akitu Chronicle shows 
that this battle at this plaee on this day was fought in the sixteenth 
year of Shamashshumukin. Thus Shamashshumukin’s sixteenth 
year was 652/51 B.C.E. His entire reign of twenty years, then, may 
be dated to 667/66 - 648/47 B.C.E. 

Now this is the way historians have dated Shamashshumukin’s 
reign for a long time, and that is why Professor Saehs concluded 
his letter by saying: “I should perhaps add that the absolute 
ehronology of the regnal years of Shamash-shuma-ukin was never 
in doubt, and it is only eonfirmed again by the astronomieal diaiy.” 

Shamashshumukin’s reign has been known, for example, 
through the Royal Canon which gives him twenty years and his 
successor Kandalanu twenty-two years. Thereafter Nabopolassar, 
Nebuchadnezzar’s father, succeeded to the throne. 26 These figures 
are in good agreement with the aneient cuneiform sources. 
Business documents, as well as the Akitu Chronicle, show that 
Shamashshumukin ruled for twenty years. Business documents, 
supported by the Uruk King List, also show that from the first year 


23 Sachs-Hunger, op. eit., p. 45. For a discussion of this battle, see Grant Frame, 
Babylonia 689-627 B.C. (Leiden: Nederlands Historiseh-Arehaeologiseh Institut to 
Istanbul, 1992), pp. 144-45, 289-92. 

24 A. K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles (Locust Valley, New York: J. J. 
Augustin Publisher, 1975), pp. 131-32. 

25 As the first month, Nisanu, began in Mareh or April, 652 B.C.E., Adaru, the twelfth 
month, began in Febmary or Mareh, 651 B.C.E. 

26 That Kandalanu was succeeded by Nabopolassar is direetly stated in the Akitu 
Chronicle: “After Kandalanu, in the aeeession year of Nabopolassar”— Grayson, op. 
eit., p. 132. 
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of Kandalanu to the first year of Nabopolassar was a period of 
twenty-two years. Thus the ehronology of that era, supplied by 
these sources, is as follows: 


Shamashshumukin 

20 years 

667 - 648 B.C.E. 

Kandalanu 

22 years 

647 - 626 B.C.E. 

Nabopolassar 

21 years 

625 - 605 B.C.E. 

N ebuchadnezzar 

43 years 

604 - 562 B.C.E. 


The diary B.M. 32312, although establishing a date prìor to the 
Neo-Babylonian period (which began with Nabopolassar), again 
eoineides with and helps eorroborate the ehronology of that era. 

This diaiy, then, adds yet another witness to the inereasing 
amount of evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date. A ehange of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth year from 587 to 607 B ,C.E. would 
also ehange Shamashshumukin’s sixteenth year from 652 to 672 
B.C.E. But the diaiy B.M. 32312 rules out such a ehange. 

And, as already pointed out, no one ean elaim that later eopyists 
inserted “the 16th year of Shamashshumukin” in this diary, because 
the text is damaged at this point and that datum is broken away! It 
is the unique historieal information in the text, information 
repeated in the Akitu Chronicle, that fixes the diary to 
Shamashshumukin’s sixteenth year. 

This diary, therefore, may be regarded as an independent witness 
which upholds the authenticity of the dates given in VAT 4956 and 
other diaries. 27 


27 A catalogue of business documents eompiled by J. A. Brinkman and D. A. Kennedy 
that includes the reigns of Shamashshumukin and Kandalanu is published in the 
Joumal of Cuneiform Studies (JCS), Vol. 35, 1983, pp. 25-52. (Cf. also JCS 36, 
1984, pp. 1-6, and the table of G. Frame, op. eit., pp. 263-68.) Cuneiform texts 
show that Kandalanu evidently died in his twenty-first regnal year, after which 
several pretenders to the throne fought for power, until Nabopolassar succeeded in 
aseending to the throne. Some business documents span the period of 
interregnum by artifieially earrying on Kandalanu’s reign after his death, the last 
one (B.M. 40039) being dated to his “22nd year” (”the seeond day of Arahsamnu 
[the 8th month) of the 22nd year after Kandalanu”). This method is also used by 
the Royal Canon, which gives Kandalanu a reign of twenty-two years. Other 
documents span the period differently. The Uruk King List gives Kandalanu 
twenty-one years, and gives the year of interregnum to two of the eombatants, Sin- 
shum-lishir and Sin-shar-ishkun. See ehapter three above, seetion B-l-b.) The 
Babylonian ehroniele B.M. 25127 states of the same year: “For one year there was 
no king in the land” (Grayson, op. eit., p. 88) All documents agree, however, to the 
total length of the period from Shamashshumukin to Nabopolassar. (For additional 
details on Kandalanu’s reign, see the discussion by G. Frame, op. eit., pp. 191-96, 
209-13, 284-88.) 
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B. THE SATURN TABLET (BM. 76738 + BM. 76813) 

One of the most important astronomieal texts from the seventh 
century B.C.E. is the Saturn tablet from the reign of the Babylonian 
king Kandalanu (647-626 B.C.E.), predeeessor of Nabopolassar, 
Nebuchadnezzar’s father. 

This text eonsists of two broken pieees, B.M. 76738 and B.M. 
76813. 28 The text was first deseribed by C. B. F. Walker in 1983 in 
the f \ulletin of the Soeiety forMesopotamian SUidies. 2C> A transeription and 
a translation with a full discussion of the text by Mr. C.B.F. Walker 
has reeently been published. 30 

As explained earlier (seetion A-1 above), the planet Saturn has a 
revolution of e. 29.5 years. Due to the revolution of the earth 
round the sun, Saturn disappears behind the sun for a few weeks 
and reappears again at regiilar intervals of 378 days. 

The Saturn tablet gives the dates (regnal year, month, and day in 
the Babylonian ealendar) and the positions of the planet Saturn at 
its first and last appearanees for a period of fourteen successive 
years, speeifieally, the first fourteen years of Kandalanu (647-634 
B.C.E.). The name of the king, given only in the first line, is 
partially damaged, but may be restored as jKand]alami. The name of 
the planet is nowhere mentioned in the text, but the observations 
fit Saturn and no other planet. 

As Mr. Walker explains: 

The name of the planet Saturn is not given on the tablet, and 
the name of Kandalanu is to be restored from only a few traees in 
the first line. It is, however, eertain that we are dealing with Saturn 
and Kandalanu. Saturn is the slowest moving of the visible planets, 
and only Saturn would move the distanees indieated between 
successive first visibilities . 31 

The text is damaged in several plaees, and many of the jear 
mimbers are illegible. Years 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, and 13 are undamaged, 
however. 


28 Listed as AH 83-1-18, 2109+2185 in E. Leiehty et al, Catalogue of the Babylonian 
Tablets in the British Museum. VIII (London: British Museum Publications Ltd, 
1988), p. 70. 

29 C. B. F. Walker, “Episodes in the History of Babylonian Astronomy,” Bulletin of the 
Soeiety for Mesopotamian Studies, Vol. 5 (Toronto, May 1983), pp. 20, 21. 

30 C. B. F. Walker, ‘Babylonian observations of Saturn during the reign of 
Kandalanu,” in N. M. Swerdlow (ed.), Aneient Astronomy and Celestial Divination 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts, and London: The MIT Press, 2000), pp. 61-76. 

31 Walker, ibid., p. 63. 
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Besides this, eaeh year is eovered by two lines in the text, one for 
the last appearanee of the planet and the other for its first, the total 
number of lines eovering the fourteen years, therefore, being 
twenty-eight. With this framework there is no problem in restoring 
the year numbers that are damaged. 

Most of the positions given for Saturn at its first or last appearanee 
are legible. 32 The entry for year eight, which is almost wholly 
preserved, is quoted here as an example: 

Year 8, month 6, day 5, behind the Furrow (a+ Virginis), last 
appearanee. 

[Year 8], month 7, day 5, ‘between’ the Furrow (a+ Virginis) 
and the Balanee (Libra), first appearanee. 33 

What is the implieation of this astronomieal tablet for the 
ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian era? 

As noted, Saturn has a revolution of 29.5 years, which also 
means that the planet moves through the whole eeliptie in this 
period. 

But for the planet to be seen again at a speeifie point (elose to a 
eertain fixed star, for example) of the eeliptie at the same time of the 
year, m have to wait for 59 solar years (2 x 29.5). This interval, 
actually, is much longer in the Babylonian lunar ealendar. As C. B. 
F. Walker explains: 

A eomplete eyele of Saturn phenomena in relation to the stars 
takes 59 years. But when that eyele has to be fitted to the lunar 
ealendar of 29 or 30 days then identieal eyeles recur at intervals of 
rather more than 17 centuries. Thus there is no difficulty in 
determining the date of the present text. 34 

In other words, the absolute ehronology of Kandalanu’s reign is 
definitely fixed by the Saturn tablet, because the pattern of 
positions deseribed in the text and fixed to speeifie dates in the 
Babylonian lunar ealendar is not repeated again in more than seventeen 
eenttiries! The first fourteen years of his reign mentioned in the 
document are thus fixed to 647-634 B.C.E. As Kandalanu’s total 
reign may ehronologieally be counted as twenty-two years 


32 In three eases the dates given for the first or last appearanee are followed by the 
eomment “not observed”, the reason in two eases being said to be clouds; and in 
another ease it is said to have been “computed” (for the same reason). As 
suggested by Walker, “in these eases the date of theoretieal first or last visibility 
was deduced from the planet’s position when first or last actually seen.” — Ibid., 
pp. 64, 65, 74. 

33 Ibid., p. 65. 

34 lbid., p. 63. 
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(twenty-one years plus one year “after Kandalanu”; see seetion A-2 
above), our tablet establishes the absolute ehronology of his reign 
as 647-626 B.C.E. 35 

Like the previous text discussed earlier (B.M. 32312), the 
Saturn tablet puts a definite bloek to the attempts at lengthening 
the ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian period. If twenty years were 
to be added to this period, the reign of Nabopolassar, the father of 
Nebuchadnezzar, would have to be moved from 625-605 baek to 
645—625 B.C.E., and this in turn would mean moving the reign of 
his predeeessor, Kandalanu, from 647-626 baek to 667-646 B.C.E. 
The astronomieal data on the Saturn tablet makes such ehanges 
eompletely impossible. 

C. THE LUNAR EOLIPSE TABLETS 

Many of the Babylonian astronomieal tablets eontain reports of 
consecutive lunar eelipses , dated to the year, month, and often also 
the day of the reigning king. About forty texts of this type, 
reeording several hundreds of lunar eelipses from 747 to about 50 
B.C.E., were catalogued by Abraham J. Saehs in 1955. 36 

In about a third of the texts the eelipses are arranged in 18-year 
groups, evidendy because the Babylonians knew that the pattern of 
lunar eelipses is repeated at intervals of approximately 18 years and 
11 days, or exactly 223 lunar months (= 6585 1/3 days). This eyele 
was used by the Babylonian astronomers “to prediet the dates of 
possible eelipses by at least the middle of the 6th century B.C. and 
most probably long before that.” 37 

As modern seholars eall this eyele the Saros eyele, the 18-year 
texts are often referred to as the Saros yele texts. òi Some of these 
texts reeord series of 18-year intervals extending over several 
centuries. 


35 In his earlier discussion of the tablet, Walker points out that the pattern of Saturn 
phenomena deseribed in this text, dated in terms of the phase of the moon, “will in 
faet occur approximately every 1770 years:”—C. B. F. Walker, “Episodes in the 
History of Babylonian Astronomy,” Biilletin of the Soeiety for Mesopotamian Studies, 
Vol. 5 (Toronto, May 1983), p. 20. 

36 Abraham J. Saehs, Late Babylonian Astronomieal and Related Texts (Providenee, 
Rhode Island: Brown University Press, 1955), pp. xxxi-xxxiii. See nos. 1413-30, 
1432, 1435-52, and 1456-57. For translations of most of these, see now H. 
Hunger et al, Astronomieal Diaries and Related Texts from Babylonia (ADT), Vol. V 
(Vienna, 2001). 

37 Paul-Alain Beaulieu and John P. Britton, ‘Rituals for an eelipse possibility in the 
8th year of Cyrus,” in Journal of Cuneiform Studies, Vol.46 (1994), p. 83. 

38 The Greek word saros is derived from the Babylonian word SAR, which actually 
denoted a period of 3,600 years. “The use of the term ‘Saros’ to denote the eelipse 
eyele of 223 months is a modem anaehronism which originated with Edmund 
Halley [Phil. Trans. (1691) 535-40] . . . The Babylonian name for this interval was 
simply ‘18 years’ “ — Beaulieu & Britton, op. eit., p.78, note 11. 
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Lunar Eelipse 


Lunar eelipses are possible only at full moon, when the earth is 
between the moon and the sun and the moon may enter the 
shadow of the earth. This would occur at every full moon if the 
moon’s orbital plane were the same as the earth’s orbital plane 
(the eeliptie). But as the moon’s orbital plane is inelined about 5° 
to the eeliptie, lunar eeKpses ean occur only when the moon, on 
approaehing its full phase, is elose to one of two points (the nodes) 
where its orbit interseets with the eeliptie. This occurs at about 
every eighth full moon on the average, which means there are 
about 1.5 lunar eelipses per year, although they are not evenly 
dispersed in time. 


Most of the lunar eelipse texts were eompiled during the Seleucid 
era (312-64 B.C.E.). The evidenee is that the eelipse reeords were 
extracted from astronomieal diaries by the Babylonian 
astronomers, who evidently had aeeess to a large number of diaries 
from earlier centuries. 39 Thus, even if most of the diaries from the 


39 “It is all but eertain that these eelipse reeords could have been extracted only from 
the astronomieal diaries.” — A. J. Saehs, “Babylonian observational astronomy,” in 
F. R. Hodson (ed.), The Plaee of Astronomy in the Aneient World (Philosophieal 
Transaetions of the Royal Soeiety of London, ser. A. 276, 1974), p. 44. See also the 
eomments by F. Riehard Stephenson and Louay J. Fatoohi, “Lunar eelipse times 
reeorded in Babylonian history,” in Journal for the History of Astronomy, Vol. 24:4, 
No. 77 (1993), p. 256. 
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earliest centuries are missing, many of their entries on eelipses have 
been preserved in these excerpts. 

Many of the eelipse texts were eopied by T. G. Pinehes and J. N. 
Strassmaier in the latter part of the nineteenth century, and these 
eopies were published by A. Saehs in 1955. 40 Translations of a few 
of the texts appeared in print in 1991. 41 The rest of the texts, 
translated by H. Hunger, were published in ADT V, 2001. (See 
footnote 36 above.) 

A preliminary typeseript with transliterations and translations of 
most of the lunar eelipse texts was prepared in 1973 by Professor 
Peter Huber, but he never brought it into a form ready for 
publication, although it has been unofficially circulated among 
seholars for a long time. Huber’s memoir has been consulted in the 
following discussion, but evety passage used has been eheeked, and 
in several eases improved upon or eorreeted, by Professor 
Hermann Hunger, whose transliterations and translations of these 
eelipse texts have sinee been published. 

The texts reeording the earliest lunar eelipses are LBAT 1413- 
1421 in Saehs’ catalogue. Only the last four of these, nos. 1418- 
1421, eontain eelipses from the Neo-Babylonian period. But as 
LBAT 1417 eontains eelipses from the reigns of Shamashshumukin 
and Kandalanu, the last two Babylonian kings prior to the Neo- 
Babylonian period (ef. seetions A-2 and B above), this text, too, is 
an important witness to the length of the Neo-Babylonian period. 

A discussion of four of these texts and their implieations for the 
Neo-Babylonian ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety is 
presented in the following seetion. 42 


40 A. J. Saehs, op. eit. (1955; see note 36 above), pp. 223ff. 

41 A. Aaboe, J. P. Britton, J. A. Henderson, O. Neugebauer, and A. J. Saehs, “Saros 
Cycle Dates and Related Babylonian Astronomieal Texts,” in Transaetions of the 
Ameriean Philosophieal Soeiety, Vol. 81:6 (1991), pp. 1-75. The Saros eyele texts 
published are those designated LBAT 1422, 1423, 1424, 1425, and 1428 in Saehs 
catalogue. As these texts belong to a separate small group of theoretieal texts, none 
of them are used in the present study. (See J. M. Steele in H. Hunger, ADT V, 
(2001), p. 390.) 

42 A discussion of LBAT 1418 is not included here, as this is one of the theoretieal 
texts ‘referred to in note 41 above. It eontains no royal names , just year numbers. 
(Royal names are usually mentioned only with a mler’s first year.) Still, as pointed 
out by Professor Hermann Hunger, “the reeords of lunar eelipses are detailed 
enough that they ean be dated.” The preserved part of the text gives years and 
months of lunar eelipse possibilities at 18-year intervals from 647 to 574 B.C.E. 
The eelipses dated in the text at 18-year intervals to years “2”, “20”, “16”, and “13”, 
for example, eorrespond to eelipses in years “2” and “20” of Kandalanu (646/45 
and 628/27 B.C.E.), year “16” of Nabopolassar (610/09), and year “13” of 
Nebiiehadnezzar (592/91). Thus LBAT 1418 strongly supports the ehronology 
established for the reigns of these kings. —A transliteration and translation of this 
tablet is published by Hunger, ADT V (2001), pp. 88, 89. 
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The lunar eelipse table LBAT 1417 

The tablet reeords four lunar eelipses at 18-year intervals dated to 
the 3rd year of Sennaeherib, the aeeession year and 18th year of 
Shamashshumukin, and the 16th year of Kandalanu. The four 
eelipses may be shown to have occurred on April 22, 686; May 2, 
668; May 13, 650, and on May 23, 632 B.C.E. — Published by A. 
J. Saehs, Late Babjlonian Astronomieal and Belated Texts (Providenee, 
Rhode Island: Brown LJniversity Press, 1955), p. 223. 


C-l: The lunar eelipse tablet LBAT 1417 

LBAT 1417 reeords four lunar eelipses at 18-year intervals from 
686 to 632 B.C.E .It seems to be a part of the same tablet as the 
previous two texts in the series, LBAT 1415 and 1416. The first 
entry reeords an eelipse from Sennaeherib third year of reign in 
Babylonia, 43 which may be identified with the eelipse that took 
plaee on April 22, 686 B.C.E. Unfortunately, the year number is 
damaged and only partially legible. 

The next entry, dated to the aeeession year of 
Shamashshumukin, gives this information: 

Aeeession year Shamash-shum-ukin, 

Ayyarn, 5 months, 
which passed by. 

At 40° after sunrise. 

43 Babylonian ehronieles and king lists show that the Assyrian king Sennaeherib also, 
for two periods, was the actual ruler of Babylonia, the first time for two years 
(dated to 704-703 B.O.E.), and the seeond time for eight years (dated to 688-681 
B.O.E.). Our text evidently refers to the seeond period. 
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At a cursory glanee this report seems to give very little 
information. But there is more in the few brief lines than one might 
possibly imagine. 

The Babylonian astronomers had developed such an abbreviated 
teehnieal terminology in deseribing the various eelestial phenomena 
that their reports assumed an almost stenographie eharaeter. The 
Akkadian phrase translated “which passed by” (shá DIB), for 
example, was used in eonneetion with a predieted eelipse to indieate 
that it muld not be obsen’able. 

As Hermann Hunger explains, “the eelipse was known to the 
Babylonians as occurring at a time when the moon could not be 
observed. It does not show that they looked for an eelipse and were 
disappointed that it did not occur.” 44 The Babylonians had not only 
computed this eelipse some time in advanee by means of a known 
eyele (perhaps the Saros eyele); their computation also showed it 
would not be observable from the Babylonian horizon. 

This is also implied in the next line, “At 40° after sunrise.” 40° is 
a referenee to the movement of the eelestial sphere, which, due to 
the rotation of the earth, is seen to make a full eirele in 24 hours. 
The Babylonians divided up this period into 360 time units 
(degrees) ealled USH, eaeh of which eorresponded to four of our 
minutes. The text, therefore, tells us that the eelipse had been 
calculated to begin 160 minutes (40 USH x 4) after sunrise, which 
means it would take plaee in the daytime and thus not be 
observable in Babylonia. 

Modern astronomieal calculations eonfirm this. If 
Shamashhumukin’s first year was 667/66 B.C.E. as is generally held 
(see above, seetion A-2), his aeeession year was 668/67. The eelipse 
is dated to Ayyaru, the seeond month, which began in April or 
May. (The “5 months” indieates the time interval from the 
previous eelipse.) 

Was there an eelipse of the type deseribed in our text at that 
time of the year in 668 B.C.E.? Yes, there was. 

Modern lunar eelipse catalogues show that such an eelipse took 
plaee on May 2, 668 B.C.E. (Julian ealendar). It began at about 9:20 
loeal time*, which only roughly agrees with the Babylonian 
computation that it would begin 160 minutes —2 hours and 40 


44 Letter Hunger-Jonsson, dated Oetober 21, 1989. (Cf. also note 15 above.) In a later 
letter (dated June 26, 1990) Hunger adds: “The teehnieal expression if the observer 
waits for an eelipse and finds that it does not occur is ‘not seen when watched 
for’.” 

*Note: Times listed in this discussion are aeeording to a 24-hour format, rather than 
the 12 hour a.m./p.m format. 
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minutes — after sunrise. As sunrise occurred at about 5:20, the 
error in computation was ca. 1 hour and 20 minutes. 45 

In the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety the aeeession 
year of Shamashshumukin is moved baek twenty years to 688/87 
B.C.E. No lunar eelipses occurred in April or May that year, but 
there was a total one on June 10, 688 B.C.E. Contrary to the eelipse 
reeorded in our text, however, this one n>as obsen’able in Babylonia. 
It is, therefore, an impossible alternative. 

The next entry in the text is dated to the eighteenth year of 
Shamashshumukin, that is, 650/49 B.C.E. This eelipse, too, was a 
computed one, predieted to “pass by” in the seeond month. It 
would begin about four hours (60 USH) “before sunset”. 
Aeeording to modern calculations the eelipse took plaee on May 
13, 650 B.C.E. The eanon of Liu and Fiala shows it began at 16:25 
and ended at 18:19, about half an hour before sunset at that time of 
the year. 46 

Aeeording to the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety this 
eelipse occurred twenty years earlier, in 670 B.C.E. No lunar 
eelipses took plaee in April or May that year, but there was a total 
one on June 22, 670 B.C.E. However, it did not occur “before 
sunset”, as did the one reeorded in our text, but early in the 
forenoon, beginning about 7:30. So, again, it does not fit. 

The next and last entry in LBAT 1417 is dated to the sixteenth 
year of Kandalanu. The eelipse reeorded was observed in Babylonia 
and several important details are given: 

(Year) 16 Kandalanu 

(month) Simanu, 5 months, day 15.2 Fingers (?) 
on the northeast side eovered (?) 

On the north it beeame bright. The north wind [blew] 

20° onset, maximal phase, [and elearing.] 

Behind Antares (a Seorpio) [it was eelipsed.] 

As indieated by the question marks and the square braekets, the 
text is somewhat damaged at plaees, but the information preserved 


45 See Bao-Lin and Alan D. Fiala, Canon of Lunar Eelipses 1500 B.C.-AD. 3000 
(Riehmond, Virginia: Willman-Bell, ine., 1992), p. 66, No. 2010. As demonstrated 
in Dr. J. M. Steele’s detailed study of the Babylonian lunar eelipses, the accuracy 
of Babylonian timings of observed eelipses was within about half an hour as 
eompared to modem calculations, while the accuracy of the timings of predieted 
eelipses usually was about an hour and half. It should be noted that before about 
570 B.C.E. the Babylonians also rounded off their timings to the nearest 5-10 USH 
(20-40 minutes). Although rough, these timings are elose enough for the eelipses 
to be identified. (See John M. Steele, Observations and Predietions of Eelípse Times 
by Early Astronomers, Dordreeht, ete: Kluwer Aeademie Publishers, 2000, pp. 57- 
75, 231-235.) For further eomments on the identifieation of aneient lunar 
eelipses, see the Appendix for ehapter four: “Some eomments on aneient lunar 
eelipses”. 

46 Liu/Fiala, op. eit., p. 67, No 2056. Steele’s computation shows it began at 16:45. 
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is sufficient for identifying the eelipse. It took plaee on “day 15” of 
Simanu, the third month, which began in May or June. “2 fingers” 
means it was partial, with only two twelfths of the moon’s diameter 
being eelipsed. The total duration of the eelipse was 20°, that is, 80 
minutes. 

If Kandalanu’s sixteenth year began on Nisan 1, 632 B.C.E., as 
is generally held (eompare above, seetions A-2 and B), we want to 
know if there was a lunar eelipse of this type in the third month of 
that year. 

Modern ealailations show there was. Aeeording to the eelipse 
eanon of Liu and Fiala the eelipse began on May 23, 632 B.C.E. at 
23:51 and lasted until 1:07 on May 24, which means its total 
duration was about 76 minutes, that is, very elose to the period 
given in the text. The same eanon gives the magnitude as 0.114. 47 

These data are in good agreement with the aneient reeord. In the 
ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety, however, this eelipse 
should be looked for twenty years earlier, in May, June, or possibly 
July, 652 B.C.E. It is true that there was an eelipse on July 2 that 
year, but in eontrast to the partial one reeorded in our text it was 
total. But as it began about 15:00. no phase of it was observable in 
Babylonia. 

In summary, LBAT 1417 reeords four lunar eelipses at successive 
18-year intervals (18 years and nearly 11 days), all of which may be 
easily identified with those of April 21, 686; May 2, 668; May 13, 
650, and May 23, 632 B.C.E. The four eelipse reeords are interlaeed 
by the successive Saros eyeles into a pattern that fit no other series 
of years in the seventh century B.C.E. 48 

The last three dates are thus established as the absolute dates of 
the aeeession year and the eighteenth year of Shamashshumukin 
and the sixteenth year of Kandalanu, respeetively. The Watch 
Tower Soeiety’s attempt to add twenty years to the Neo- 
Babylonian era, in that way moving the reigns of the earlier kings 
twenty years backwards in time, is onee again effeetively bloeked by 
a Babylonian astronomieal tablet, this time by the lunar eelipse text 
LBAT 1417. 

C-2: The lunar eelipse táblet LBAT 1419 

LBAT 1419 reeords an uninterrupted series of lunar eelipses at 


47 Liu/Fiala, ap. eit., p. 68, No. 2103. 

48 It is to be noted that the Saros eyele does not eomprise an even number of days; it 
eonsists of 6,585 1/3 days. The excess third part of a day (or e: a 7.5 hours) 
implies that the subsequent eelipses in the series are not repeated at the same time 
of the day, but about 7.5 hours later after eaeh successive eyele. The duration and 
magnitude, too, are ehanging from one eelipse to the next in the eyele. An eelipse, 
therefore, eannot be mixed up with the previous or the next ones in the series. — 
See the discussion by Beaulieu and Britton, op. eit. (note 37 above), pp. 78-84. 
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18-year intervals from 609/08 to 447/46 B.C.E. The first entries, 
which evidently reeorded eelipses that ocurred in September 609 
and Mareh 591 B.C.E., are damaged. Royal names and year 
mimbers are illegible. However, two of the following entries are 
elearly dated to the reign of Nebuchadnezzar (the words in 
parentheses are added to elucidate the laeonie reports): 

14th (year of) Nebukadnezar, 

month VI, (eelipse) which was omitted [literally, “passed by”] 
at sunrise, 


32nd (year of) Nebukadnezar, 
month VI, (eelipse) which was omitted. 

At 35° (= 35 USH, i.e. 140 minutes) before sunset. 

The royal name in the original text is written as “Kudurri”, 
which is an abbreviation of Nabu-kudurri-usur, the transeribed 
Akkadian form of Nebuchadnezzar. 

Nebuchadnezzar’s fourteenth and thirty-seeond years are 
generally dated to 591/90 and 573/72 B.C.E., respeetively. The 
two eelipses reeorded, one Saros eyele apart, both took plaee in the 
sixth month (Ululu), which began in August or September. Both 
eelipses had been ealeiilated in advanee, and the Babylonians knew 
that none of them would be observable in Babylonia. The first 
eelipse began “at sunrise”, the seeond 140 minutes (35 USH) 
“before sunset.” Thus both of them occurred in the daytime in 
Babylonia. 

This is eonfirmed by modem ealailations. The first eelipse 
occurred on September 15, 591 B.C.E. It began about 6:00. The 
seeond took plaee in the afternoon on September 25, 573 B.C.E. 49 
Both eelipses, then, fit in very well with the ehronology established 
for the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. 

In the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety, however, the 
two eelipses should be sought for twenty years earlier, in 611 and 
593 B.CE. But no eelipses that fit those deseribed in the text 
occurred in the autumn of any of those years. 50 

The next entry, which reeords the subsequent eelipse in the 18- 
year eyele, gives the following detailed information: 


49 Liu and Fiala, op. eit., pp. 69-70, Nos. 2210 and 2256. The entries also reeord 
eelipses in the twelfth month of both years, but the text is severely damaged at 
both plaees. 

50 On Sept. 26, 611 and Oet. 7, 593 B.C.E. there were so-ealled permmbral eelipses, 
i.e., the moon passed through the half-shadow (permmbra) outside the shadow 
(umbra) of the earth. (Liu & Fiala, op. eit., pp. 68-69, nos. 2158 and 2205.) Such 
passages are hardly observable even at night, and the Babylonians evidently 
reeorded them as “passed by’ . The first eelipse (Sept. 26, 611 B.C.E.) began well 
after sunset, not at siinrise as is explicitly stated in the text. The penumbral phase 
of the seeond eelipse (Oet. 7, 593 B.C.E.) began well before siinrise, not before 
sunset as stated in the text. Both alternatives, therefore, are definitely out of the 
question an}rway. 
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Month VII, the 13th, in 17° on the east side 

all (of the moon) was eovered. 28° maximal phase. 

In 20° it eleared from east to west. 

Its eelipse was red. 

Behind the rump of Aries it was eelipsed. 

During onset, the north wind blew, during elearing, the west 
wind. At 55° before sunrise. 

As stated in the text, this eelipse took plaee on the thirteenth 
day of the seventh month (Tashritu), which began in September or 
Oetober. The royal name and the year number unfortunately are 
missing. 

Yet, as Professor Hunger points out, “the eelipse ean 
nevertheless be identified with eertainty from the observations 
given.” 51 The various details about the eelipse—its magnitude (total), 
duration (the total phase lasting 112 minutes), and position (behind 
the mmp of Aries)—elearly identify it with the eelipse that took 
plaee in the night of Oet. 6-7, 555 B.C.E. 52 

Aeeording to the generally established ehronology for the Neo- 
Babylonian period, this eelipse took plaee in the first year of 
Nabonidus, which began on Nisan 1, 555 B.C.E. Although the 
royal name and year number are missing, it is of the utmost 
importanee to notiee that the text plaees this eelipse one Saros ejele 
after the eelipse in the thirty-seeondyear of Nebuchadne%yar. As the last 
eelipse may be securely dated in 555 B.C.E., it at onee also plaees 
Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seeond year eighteen years earlier, in 573 
B.C.E. 

Consequently, all three eelipses in our text concur in establishing 
591 and 573 B.C.E. as the absolute dates of Nebuchadnezzar’s 
14th and 32nd regnal years, respeetively. 

The Saros eyele text LBAT 1419 thus provides yet another 
independent evidenee against 607 B.C.E. as the eighteenth year of 
Nebuchadnezzar. If, as is established by the text, his thirty-seeond 
year was 573/72 B.C.E. and his fourteenth year was 591/90 B.C.E., 
then his first year was 604/03, and his eighteenth year, in which he 
desolated jemsalem, was 587/86 B.C.E. 

51 Letter Hunger-Jonsson, dated Oetober 21, 1989. 

52 Aeeording to the calculations of Liu and Fiala the eelipse, which was total, began 
on Oetober 6 at 21:21 and ended on Oetober 7 at 1:10 The total phase lasted from 
22:27 to 0:04, i.e. for 97 minutes, which is not far from the figure given in the text, 
28 USH (112 minutes).—Liu and Fiala, op. eit., p.70, n. 2301. 
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C-3: The lunar eelipse tablet LBAT 1420 

Instead of reeording eelipses at 18-year intervals, LBAT 1420 
eontains anmial eelipse reports. All eelipses in the text are from the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar, dating from his first year (604/03 
B.C.E.) to at least his twenty-ninth year (576/75 B.C.É.). 

The first entry, which reeords two eelipses that “passed by” 
(that is, though eorreedy predieted would not be observable), is 
damaged and the year number is illegible. But the last part of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s name is preserved: 

[(Year) 1 Nebuchadn]ezzar, (month) Simarn. 

The name of the king is not repeated in the subsequent entries, 
indieating that the king is the same during the whole period. This is 
also eonfirmed by the continuous series of inereasing year numbers 
right until the last year preserved in the text, “(Year) 29”. 

The entries reeording eelipses in the period 603-595 B.C.E. are 
very damaged, too, and the year numbers for this period are 
missing. The first entry in which the year number is preserved 
reeords two eelipses from the eleventh year: 

(Year) 11, (month) Ayyarn [.] 10(?) USH after sunset and it 

was total. 10 [+x . . .] (Month) Arahsamnu, which passed by. 

Addaru 2 . 

The eleventh year of Nebuchadnezzar began on Nisan 1, 594 
B.C.E. “Addaru 2 ” is added to indieate that there was an interealary 
month at the end of the year. 

There is no problem in finding both of these eelipses. Ayyaru, 
the seeond month, began in April or May, and Arahsamnu, the 
eighth month, began in Oetober or November. The first eelipse 
occurred on May 23, and the seeond one on November 17. The 
eelipse eanon of Liu and Fiala eonfirms that the first eelipse was 
total and was observable in Babylonia, as stated in the text. It began 
at 20:11 and ended at 23:48. The seeond eelipse “passed by” (was 
unobservable) as it occurred in the daytime. Aeeording to the 
eanon of Liu and Fiala it began at 7.08 and ended at 9:50. 53 

Most of the year numbers from the twelfth to the seventeenth 
year (593/92-588/87 B.C.E.) are legible. 54 Thirteen lunar eelipses 


53 Liu & Fiala, op. eit., p.69, nos. 2201 and 2202. 

54 In the entries for the fourteenth and fifteenth years the year numbers are damaged 
and only partially legible. But as these entries stand between those for years “13” 
and “16”, the damaged numbers obviously were “14” and “15”. 
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are deseribed and dated in this period, eight of which “passed by” 
and five were observed. Modern ealoilations eonfirm that all these 
eelipses occurred in the period 593-588 B.C.E. 

After the seventeenth year there is a gap in the reeord until the 
twenty-fourth year. The entry for that year reeords two eelipses, 
but the text is damaged and most of it is illegible. From then on, 
however, year numbers and also most of the text are well 
preserved. 

These entries eontain annual reeords of a total of nine eelipses 
(five observable and four that “passed by”) dating from the twenty- 
fifth to the twenty-ninth year (580/79-576/75 B.C.E.). There are 
no difficulties in identifying any of these eelipses. They all occurred 
in the period 580-575 B.C.E. It would be tiresome and useless to 
expose the reader to a detailed examination of all these reports. 
The entry for year “25” may suffice as an example: 

(Year) 25, (month) Abu, 1 1/2 bem after sunset. 

(Month) Shabatu, it occurred in the evening watch. 

Abu, the fifth Babylonian month, began in July or August. The 
Babylonians divided our 24-hour day into twelve parts ealled bem. 
One beru, therefore, was two hours. The first eelipse is said to have 
occurred 1 1/2 beni, that is, three hours, after sunset. As 
Nebuchadnezzar’s twenty-fifth year is dated to 580/79 B.C.E., this 
eelipse should be found in July or August that year, about three 
hours after sunset. 

The eelipse is not difficult to identify. Aeeording to the eanon of 
Liu and Fiala it was a total eelipse which began on August 14, 580 
B.C.E. at 21:58 and ended at 1:31 on August 15. 55 

The next eelipse occurred six months later in Shabatu, the 
eleventh month, which began in January or February. It is said to 
have occurred “in the evening watch” (the first of the three 
watches of the night). 

This eelipse, too, is easy to find. It took plaee on February 8, 
579 B.C.E. and lasted from 18:08 to 20:22. aeeording to the eanon 
ofLiu and Fiala. 56 

In the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety the twenty-fifth 
year of Nebuchadnezzar is dated twenty years earlier, in 600/599 
B.C.E. But no lunar eelipses observable in Babylonia occurred in 
600 BCE. And although there was an eelipse in the night of 
Febmary 19-20, 599 B.C.E., it did not occur “in the evening 
watch” as the one reported in our text. 57 


55 Liu 8s Fiala, op. eit., p. 69, no. 2238. Sunset occurred at ea. 19:00. 

56 Ibid., p. 69, no. 2239. 

57 Ibid., p. 69, no. 2188. The eelipse began at 23:30 and ended at 2:25. There were 
four eelipses in 600 B.C.E. (Liu & Fiala, nos. 2184-87), but all these were 
permmbral and thus not observable (see note 50 above). 
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Details on some two do^ens of lunar eelipses, dated to speeifie years 
and months in the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, are preserved on 
LBAT 1420. Not one of them is found to agree with the Watch 
Tower Soeiety’s ehronology for the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. 

Together these lunar eeíipses form an irregular but very distinet 
pattern of events seattered over the first twenty-nine years of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign. Only on the assumption that his reign 
began in 604 B.C.E. do we find a far-reaehing eorrespondenee 
between this pattern and the eelestial events that gave rise to it. But 
if Nebuchadnezzar’s reign is moved baek one, two, five, ten, or 
twenty years, this eorrelation between the reeords and reality 
immediately dissolves. LBAT 1420 alone, therefore, suffices to 
disprove eompletely the idea that the eighteenth year of 
Nebuchadnezzar should be dated to 607 B.C.E. 

C-4: The lunar eelipse tablet LBAT 1421 

The preserved part of LBAT 1421 reeords two eelipses observed in 
Babylonia in the sixth and twelfth month of year “42”, evidently of 
the reign of Nebuchadnezzar: 

(Year) 42, (month) Ululu, (day) 14. It rose eelipsed [. . .] 
and beeame bright. 6 (USH) to beeome bright. 

At 35° [before sunset] . 

(Month) Addarn, (day) 15, 1,30° after sunset [•••]• 

25° duration of maximal phase. In 18° it [beeame bright.] 
West(wind) went. 2 cubits below 
y Virginis eelipsed 
[.] 

Provided that these eelipses occurred in the forty-seeond year of 
Nebuchadnezzar—and there was no other Babylonian king ruling 
that long in the sixth, seventh, or eighth centuries B.C.E.—they 
should be looked for in 563/62 B ,C.E. And there is no difficulty 
in identifying them: The first, dated in the sixth month, occurred 
on September 5, 563 B.C.E., and the seeond one, dated in the 
twelfth month, occurred on Mareh 2—3, 562 B.C.E. 

The first eelipse “rose eelipsed”, meaning that it began some 
time before sunset, so that when the moon rose (at about 18:30 at 
that time of the year), it was already eelipsed. This agrees with 
modern calculations, which show that the eelipse began about 
17:00 and lasted until about 19:00. 58 


58 Liu & Fiala, op. eit., p. 70, no. 2281. 
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The lunar eelipse tablet LBAT 1421 

The tablet reeords two lunar eelipses dated to months six and 
twelve of year "42," evidently of Nebuchadnezzar. The details 
given help to identify them with eelipses that occurred on 
September 5, 563 and Mareh 2-3, 562 B.C.E. respeetively. — 
From A. J. Saehs, Tate Babjlonian Astronomieal and Related Texts 
(Providenee, Rhode Island: Brown LJniversity Press, 1955), p. 
223. 


The eanon of Liu and Fiala eonfirms that the seeond eelipse was 
total. “1,30° [six hottrs] after sunset” probably refers to the 
beginning of the total phase, which began after midnight, at 0:19, 
and lasted until 2:03, i.e. it lasted for 104 minutes. 59 This is in good 
agreement with our text, which gives the duration of the maximal 
phase as 25 USH, that is, 100 minutes. 

In the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety, 
Nebuchadnezzar’s forty-seeond year is dated to 583/82 B ,C.E. But 
no eelipses of the type deseribed in our text occurred in that year. 

A possible alternative to the first one might have been that of 
Oetober 16, 583 B.C.E., had it not began too late—at 19:45 
aeeording to Liu and Fiala—to be observed at moonrise (which 
occurred at about 17:30). And as for the seeond eelipse, there were 
no eelipses at all that could be observed in Babylonia in 582 
B.C.E. 60 

The lunar eelipse texts presented above provide four additional 
independent evidenees for the length of the Neo-Babylonian 
period. 

59 Ibid., p. 70, no. 2282. Sunset began ea. 18:00. 

60 In 582 B.C.E. there were four lunar eelipses, but all of them were penumbral. — 

Liu & Fiala, op. eit., p.69, nos. 2231-34. 
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The first text (LBAT 1417) reeords lunar eelipses from the 
aeeession year and eighteenth year of Shamash-shum-ukin and the 
sixteenth year of Kandalanu, turning these years into absolute dates 
that effeetively bloek any attempt to add even one year to the Neo- 
Babylonian period, far less twenty. 

The other three texts (LBAT 1419, 1420, and 1421) reeords 
dozens of lunar eelipses dated to various years within the reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar, thus time and again turning his reign into an 
absolute ehronology. It is like fastening a painting to a wall with 
dozens of nails all over it, although but one would suffice. 

Similarly, it would have sufficed to establish only one of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s regnal years as an absolute date to overthrow 
the idea that his eighteenth year began in 607 B.C.E. 

Before concluding this seetion on the lunar eelipse texts, it 
seems neeessary to forestall an antieipated objeetion to the 
evidenee provided by these texts. As the Babylonian astronomers 
as early as in the seventh century B.C.E. were able to co?npute in 
advanee eertain astronomieal events such as eelipses, could it be that 
they also, in the later Seleucid era, were able to retroealealate lunar 
eelipses and attaeh them to the ehronology established for the 
earlier centuries? Could the lunar eelipse texts simply be the results 
of such a procedure? 61 

It is eertainly true that the various eyeles used by the 
Babylonians for predieting eelipses just as well could be used for 
retrocalculating eekpses, and there is a partierilar small group of 
tablets showing that Seleucid astronomers did extrapolate such 
eyeles backwards in time. 62 

However, the observational texts reeord a nmnber of 
phenomena that were impossible for the Babylonians to prediet or 
retrocalculate. Of the reeords in the diaries and planetary texts 


61 This idea was held by A. T. Olmstead, who in an artiele published baek in 1937 (in 

dassieal Philology, Vol. XXXII, pp. 5f.) eritieized Kugler’s use of some of the eelipse 
texts. As explained later by A. J. Saehs, Olmstead “eompletely misunderstood the 
nature of a group of Babylonian astronomieal texts which Kugler used. He was 
under the misapprehension that they were eompiited. at a later date and henee of 
dubious historieal value; in reality, they are eompilations of extracts taken direetly 
from authentic, eontemporary Astronomieal Diaries and must therefore be handled 
with great respeet”—A. J. Saehs & D. J. Wiseman, “A Babylonian King List of the 
Hellenistie Period,” Iraq, Vol. XVI (1954), p. 207, note 1. 

62 These texts do not reeord any observations at all and are, therefore, elassified as 
theoretieal texts. They are quite different from the diaries and the eelipse texts 
discussed above. Five such theoretieal texts are known, four of which were 
published by Aaboe et al in 1991 (see note 41 above). Two of these are known as 
the “Saros Canon” (LBAT 1428) and the “Solar Saros” (LBAT 1430). The fifth tablet 
is LBAT 1418, deseribed in note 42 above.—See J. M. Steele in Hunger, ADT V 
(2001),p. 390. 
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Professor N. M. Swerdlow points out that, although the distanees 
of planets from normal stars could be predieted, “Conjunctions of 
planets with the moon and other planets, with their distanees, 
could neither be ealailated by the ephemerides nor predieted by 
periodieities.” 63 With respeet to lunar eelipses, the Babylonians 
could prediet and retrocalculate their occurrences, “but none of the 
Babylonian methods could have allowed them to calculate 
circumstances such as the direetion of the eelipse shadow and the 
visibility of planets during the eelipse.” 64 

Thus, although the Babylonians were able to calculate eertain 
astronomieal phenomena, the observational texts reeord a number 
of details eonneeted with the observations that they were unable to 
prediet or retroealeiilate. This disproves conclusively the idea 
proposed by some that the data may have been ealeiilated 
backwards from a later period. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

In the previous ehapter the length of the Neo-Babylonian era was 
firmly established by seven different lines of evidenee. All of them 
were based upon aneient Babylonian cuneiform texts such as 
ehronieles, kinglists, royal inseriptions, and tens of thousands of 
eeonomie, administrative, and legal documents from the Neo- 
Babylonian period. 

In this ehapter another seven independent evidenees have been 
presented. All of these are based on aneient Babylonian astronotnieal 
texts, which provide a whole string of absolute dates from the sixth 
and seventh centuries B.C.E. These tablets establish—over and 
over again—the ahsohite ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian era: 

63 N. M. Swerdlow, The Babylonian Theory of the Planets (Prineeton University Press, 
1998), pp. 23, 173.—The diaries also reeord a number of other phenomena that 
could not be calculated, such as solar halos, river levels, and bad weather—clouds, 
rain, fog, mist, hail, lightning, winds, ete. Some data in the diaries were computed 
because of bad weather, but most are observations. This is also evident from the 
Akkadian name of the diaries engraved at the end of their edges: natsam sha ginè, 
regular watching”. 

64 Communication J. M. Steele-Jonsson, dated Mareh 27, 2003. As pointed out in 
footnote 45 above, there is also a elear differenee of accuracy in the timings given 
for observed and predieted eelipses. 
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1) The Astronomieal diary VAT 4956 

The diary VAT 4956 eontains about thirty eompletely verified 
observed astronomieal positions from Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty- 
seventh regnal year. 

Such a eombination of astronomieal positions is not duplicated 
again in thousands of years. Consequendy, there is only one year 
which fits this situation: 568/67 B.C.E. 

If this was Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seventh regnal year, as is 
twice stated on this tablet, then 587/86 B.C.E. must have been his 
eighteenth year, in which he desolated Jemsalem. 

(2) The astronomieal diary B.M. 32312 

B.M. 32312 is the oldest presen’ed astronomieal diary. It reeords 
astronomieal observations that enable seholars to date this tablet to 
652/51 B.C.E. 

A historieal remark in the text, repeated in the Babylonian 
ehroniele B.M. 86379 (the “Akitu Chronicle”) shows this to have 
been the sixteenth year of Shamashshumukin. The diary, then, fixes 
his twenty-year reign to 667-648 B.C.E., his successor Kandalanu’s 
twenty-two-year reign to 647-626, Nabopolassar’s twenty-one-year 
reign to 625-605, and Nebuchadnezzar’s forty-three-year reign to 
604-562 B.C.E. 

This, again, sets Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth year and the 
destmetion ofjemsalem at 587/86 B.C.E. 

(3) The Satum tablet B.M. 76738+76813 

The Saturn tablet reeords a saeeessive series of positions of the planet 
Satum at its first and last appearanees, dated to the first fourteen years 
of Kandalanu. 

Such a pattern of positions, fixed to speeifie dates in the 
Babylonian lunar ealendar, is not repeated again in more than 
seventeen centuries. 

This text, then, again fixes Kandalanu’s twenty-two-year reign to 
647-626 B.C.E., Nabopolassar’s twenty-one-year reign to 625-605, 
and Nebuchadnezzar’s reign to 604—562 B.C.E. 

(4) The liinar eelipse tablet LBAT 1417 

LBAT 1417 reeords four Irnar eelipses, eaeh succeeding the other at 
intervals of 18 years and nearly 11 days, an eelipse period known as 
the Saros ejele. 
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The eelipses are dated to the third year of Sennaeherib’s reign in 
Babylonia, to the aeeession year and the eighteenth year of 
Shamashshumukin, and to the sixteenth year of Kandalanu, 
respeetively. 

The four interrelated eelipses may be elearly identified with a 
series of eelipses that occurred in 686, 668, 650 and 632 B.C.E. 
This tablet, therefore, onee again fixes the absolute ehronology for 
the reigns of Shamashshumukin and Kandalanu, and also— 
indireetly for the reigns of Nabopolassar and Nebuchadnezzar. 

(5) The lunar eelipse táblet LBAT 1419 

LBAT 1419 eontains reports of an uninterrupted series of hinar eelipses 
at 18-year intervals direetly from the Neo-Babjlonian era itself 

Two of the eelipses are dated to the fourteenth and thirty- 
seeond years of Nebuchadnezzar. They may be identified with 
eelipses that occurred in 591 and 573 B.C.E., respeetively, 
eonfirming again at these points the ehronology established for the 
reign of this king. 

Although the royal name and year number are missing in the 
report on the next eelipse in the 18-year series, the very detailed 
information makes it easy to identify it with the eelipse that 
occurred on Oetober 6-7, 555 B.C.E. This date, therefore, 
eonfirms and adds fiirther strength to the two earlier dates in the 
18-year series, 573 and 591 B.C.E. 

As these years eorrespond to Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-seeond 
and fourteenth years, respeetively, his eighteenth year is, of course, 
onee again fixecí to 587/86 B.C.E. by this tablet. 

(6) The lunar eelipse táblet LBAT 1420 

LBAT 1420 gives an anmial reeord of hinar eelipses from the first to the 
twenty-ninth years of Nebuchadnezzar, except for a gap between 
his eighteenth and twenty-third years. The entries in which regnal 
year niimbers are preserved—about a dozen—give details on some 
tìvo doyens of eelipses, all of which are found exactiy in the B.C.E. 
years that has been established earlier for the regnal years 
mentioned in the text. 

As this speeifie compound of dated lunar eelipses does not tally 
with any eorresponding series of eelipses that occurred in the 
immediate preeeding deeades, this tablet alone suffices to establish 
the absolute ehronology of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign. 65 


65 This tablet “was probably eompiled shortly after -575 [576 BCE].”—J. M. Steele in 
Hunger, ADT V, p. 391. 



188 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


(7) The lunar eelipse tablet LBAT 1421 

LBAT 1421 reeords tm eelipses dated in the sixth and twelfth 
months of year “42”, evidently of Nebuchadnezzar, generally dated 
to 563/62 B.CE. And both eelipses are also actually found in these 
months of that year. But no eelipses of the type reeorded in the 
text occurred in 583/82 B.CE.—the date of Nebuchadnezzar’s 
forty-seeond year in the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety. 
This tablet, therefore, provides an additional proof of the falsity of 
that ehronology. 

(8-11) Another four astronomieal tablets 

The seven astronomieal texts discussed above provide more than 
enough evidenee against the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 607 B ,C.E. 
date. And yet this is not all. Another four texts have reeently been 
published that will be deseribed only briefly here. Translations of 
three of these are published in Hunger, ADT V (2001). 

The first is LBAT 1415 which, as mentioned on page 174 above, 
is part of the same tablet as LBAT 1417. It reeords lunar eelipses 
dated to year 1 of Bel-ibni (702 B.C.E.), year 5, evidently of 
Sennaeherib (684 B.C.E.), and year 2, evidently of Shamash-shum- 
ukin (666 B.C.E). 

The seeond is lunar eelipse text no. 5 in Hunger, ADT V. It is 
badly damaged and the royal name is missing, but some historieal 
remarks in the text shows it is from the reign of Nabopolassar. 
One of the eelipses deseribed is dated to year 16 and may be 
identified with the eelipse of September 15, 610 B.C.E. 

The third is text no. 52 in Hunger, ADT V. This is a planetary 
text eontaining over a dozen legible reeords of the positions of 
Saturn, Mars, and Mercury dated to years 14, 17, and 19 of 
Shamash-shum-ukin (654, 651, and 649 B.C.E), years 1, 12, and 16 
of Kandalanu (647, 636, and 632 B.C.E.), and years 7, 12, 13, and 
14 of Nabopolassar (619, 614, 613, and 612 B.C.E.). Like some of 
the previous texts discussed above, these three texts effeetively 
prevent all attempts at lengthening the ehronology of the Neo- 
Babylonian period. 

The fourth is a planetary tablet, SBTU IV 171, which reeords 
first and last appearanees and stationary points of Saturn in years 
28, 29, 30, and 31 of an unknown king. 66 However, as Professor 
Hermann Hunger has demonstrated, the year numbers eombined 
with the position of Saturn in the eonstellation of Pabilsag (roughly 
Sagittarius) exclude all alternatives in the first millennium B.C.E. 


66 Hermann Hunger, “Saturn beobachtungen aus der Zeit Nebukadnezars II.,” 
Assyriologiea et Semitiea (=AOAT, Band 252), (Munster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2000), pp. 
189-192. 
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except years 28-31 of Nebuchadnezzar, fixing these to 577/76- 
574/73 B.C.E. Again, this establishes his 18th year as 587/86 
B.C.E. 

As has been elearly seen, the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
interpretation of the “Gentile Times” requires that these have a 
starting date of 607 B.C.E., their elaimed date for the fall of 
Jemsalem. Sinee that event took plaee in Nebuchadnezzar’s 
eighteenth year, that regnal year must also be dated as of 607 
B.C.E. This ereates a gap of twenty years when eompared with all 
existing aneient historieal reeords, sinee these plaee the start of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth year in 587 B.C.E. How ean this 
twenty-year gap possibly be explained? 

In this ehapter it has been demonstrated that the ten 
astronomieal texts presented establish the absolute ehronology of 
the Neo-Babylonian period at a number of points, espeeially within 
the 43-year-reign of Nebuchadnezzar. Their eombined witness 
proves beyond all reasonable doubt that his reign eannot be moved 
backwards in time even one year, far less twenty. 

Together with the evidenee presented in Chapter 3, therefore, 
we now have seventeen different evidenees, eaeh of which in its own way 
overthrows the Watch Tower Soeiety’s dating of Nebuchadnezzar’s 
eighteenth year to 607 B.C.E., showing it to have begun twenty 
years later, that is, in 587 B.C.E. 

Indeed, few reigns in aneient history may be dated with such 
conclusiveness as that of the Neo-Babylonian king 
N ebuchadnezzar. 

Suppose for a moment that Berossns’ figures for the reigns of the 
Neo-Babylonian kings eontain an error of twenty years, as is 
required by the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety. Then the 
eompiler(s) of the Royal Canon must have made exactly the same 
mistake, evidently independently of Berossus! 

It might be argued, though, that both simply repeated an error 
eontained in the sonrees they used, namely the Neo-Babylonian 
ehronieles. Then the seribes of Nabonidus, too, who possibly used 
the same sources, would have had to have dropped twenty years 
from the reign of the same king (or kings) when they made the 
inseriptions of the Hillah stele and the Adad-guppi’ stele. 

Is it really likely, however, that those seribes, who ivrote right 
dnring the Neo-Babylonian era, did not know the lengths of the reigns 
of the kings under whom they lived, espeeially sinee those reigns 
also functioned as ealendar years by which they dated different 
events? 

If they really made such a strange mistake, how is it possible that 
eontemporary seribes in Egypt also made the same mistake, 
dropping the same period of twenty years when making 
inseriptions on death stelae and other documents? 
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Curiously then, the Babylonian astronomers must also have 
regularly made similar “mistakes” when dating the observations 
reeorded in VAT 4956, LBAT 1420, SBTU IV 171, and also other 
tablets from which later astronomers abstraeted their Saros eyele 
eelipse reeords — unless of course ehanges were purposely made 
by eopyists in the Seleucid era, as the Watch Tower Soeiety posits. 

Still more ineredible is the idea that seribes and astronomers 
could remove twenty years from the Neo-Babylonian era several 
years prior to that era—as is shown by the oldest diary, BM. 32312, 
the lunar eelipse tablets LBAT 1415+1416+1417 and ADTV, no. 
5, the Saturn tablet B.M.76738+76813 , and the planetary tablet 
ADT V, no.52—all the five of which inexorably bloek all attempts 
at lengthening the Neo-Babylonian period. 

But the most remarkable “eoineidenee” is this: Tens of thomands 
of dated eeonomie, administrative and legal documents have been 
excavated from the Neo-Babylonian period, eovering every year of 
this period—except, as the Watch Tower Soeiety would have it, for 
a period of twenty years from which not one tahlet has been found. 

Again, most curiously, aeeording to this logie, that period 
happens to be exactiy the same as that lost through a series of 
other “mistakes” by seribes in Babylon and Egypt, and by later 
eopyists and historians. 

Either there was an international agreement during several 
centuries to erase this twenty-year period from the reeorded history 
of the world—or it never existed! If such an international “plot” 
ever took plaee it was so successful that of all the tens of thousands 
of documents unearthed from the Neo-Babylonian era there is not 
one, not even a line in any of them, that indieates that such a twenty-year 
period ever existed. We ean safely conclude, then, that the Watch 
Tower Soeiety’s ehronology is unquestionably in error. 

But if this is the conclusion of our study, how are we to 
harmonize this faet with the Biblieal propheey of the seventy years, 
during which the land of Judah and Jemsalem would lay desolate 
aeeording to the Watch Tower Soeiety? And how are we to view 
the year 1914, the supposed terminal date for the times of the 
Gentiles aeeording to the prophetie time seale of the Watch Tower 
Soeiety? Do not world events elearly show that Bible propheeies 
have been folfilled sinee that year? These questions will be dealt 
with in the following ehapters. 



5 


THE SEVENTY YEARS FOR 
BABYLON 


For thus says the LORD, ‘When 
seventy years have been eompletedfor Babjlon, I 
ivill visitjou and' fulfill mj good mrd tojou, to 
brins you baek to this plaee. ” — Teremiah 
29:10, NASB. 

T HE DATE 607 B.C.E. as given by Watchtower ehronologists 
for the destmetion of Jemsalem and its temple by the 
Babylonians is determined by adding the seventy years predieted by 
Jeremiah to 537 B.C.E., the date when the Jewish remnant are 
thought to have returned from exile. It is held that these seventy 
years were a period of eomplete desolation for Judah and Jemsalem: 

The Bible propheey does not allow for the applieation of the 
70-year period to any time other than that between the desolation 
of Judah, aeeompanying Jemsalem’s destmetion, and the return of 
the Jewish exiles to their homeland as a result of Cyrus’ deeree. It 
elearly speeifies that the 70 years would be years of devastation of the 
land ofjndah. 1 

If no other understanding of the seventy-year period is allowed 
for by Bible propheey, then a ehoiee has to be made between the 
date determined by this applieation and the one established by at 
least seventeen lines of historieal evidenee. 

When a eertain interpretation of a Biblieal propheey eontradiets 
historieal faet, this indieates that either the propheey failed or 

1 Insight on the Scriptures, Vol. 1 (Brooklyn. N.Y.: Watchtower Bible and Traet 
Soeiety of New York, ine., 1988), p. 463. 
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the interpretation is wrong. It is true that a eertain applieation 
sometimes looks very eonvineing, so much so that no other 
appears feasible. It seems to the reader to be given by the Bible 
itself. In such a ease it may also seem to be a sound Christian 
position to diseard the historieal evidenee and “just stiek to what 
the Bible says.” 

When this position is taken, however, those taking it often 
overlook the faet that the fulfillment of a propheey eannot be 
demonstrated aside from histoiy, because only history ean show 
whether, when, and how it was hilfilled. Actually, propheey is not 
generally understood until after it has been fulfilled historieally 
through events in time. Serious mistakes have sometimes been 
made by sineere Bible students because historieal evidenee eontrary 
to a eertain applieation or interpretation has been rejeeted. One 
example will be given below to illustrate this faet. 

History and time propheeies—a lesson 

Most eommentators agree that Daniel’s propheey of the “seventy 
weeks” (Daniel 9:24—27) refers to a period of 490 years. But 
various opinions have been held regarding the starting point of this 
period. Although it is stated at Daniel 9:25 that “from the going 
forth of [the] word to restore and to rebiiild Jerusalem until 
Messiah [the] Leader, there will be seven weeks, also sixty-two 
weeks” ( NW ), different views are held regarding when and by 
whom this “word” was sent forth. 2 

If we “just stiek to the Bible,” it seems to point to the Persian 
king Cyrus. At Isaiah 44:28 Jehovah “saith of Cyrus, He is my 
shepherd, and shall perform all my pleasure, even saying of 
Jemsalem, She shall be built; and of the temple, Thy foundation 
shall be laid” (ASV). And further, in ehapter 45, verse 13: “I myself 
have roused up someone in righteousness [Cyrus], and all his ways 
I shall straighten out. He is the one that ivill bmld my eity, and those of 
mine in exile he will let go, not for a priee nor for bribery” (NW). 

Thus it would seem elear that aeeording to the Bible itself the 
“word to restore and rebirild Jemsalem” was issued by Cyrus. This 
applieation, however, limits tbe period from Cyrus’ ediet (Ezra 1:1- 
4) until Messiah to 483 years (”seven weeks, also sixty-two weeks”). 
If this period ended at the baptism of Christ, usually dated 
somewhere in the period 26—29 C.E., Cyrus’ first year as king of 


2 The prineipal interpretations are stated by Edward J. Young in The Propheey of 
Daniel (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdman’s Publishing Co., 1949), pp. 192-195. 
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Babylon would have to be dated in the period 458-455 B.C.E. 
instead of 538, the historieally acknowledged date. 

Contrary to all historieal evidenee, several Christian 
eommentators in the past have ehosen this applieation, and it is still 
adhered to by some expositors. The idea was popularized in the 
last century by Martin Anstey in his work The Tomanee of Bible 
ehronologjì, London 1913. 3 Dr. E. W. Bullinger (1837-1913) 
aeeepted the same position, as may be seen in Appendix 91 (pp. 
131-32) of his The Companion Bible. 

The reasoning underlying this unhistorical position is elearly 
demonstrated by one of its adherents, George Storrs, a Bible 
student from the 19th century and editor of the periodieal Bible 
Txaminer. In an artiele dealing with the seventy weeks, he states: 

In examining this point, we have nothing to do with profane 
ehronology, or the ehronology of the historians. Tlie Bible must 
settle the question, and if profane ehronology does not tally with 
it, we have a right to conclude such ehronology is false, and not to 
be tmsted . 4 

Storrs, like some other expositors before and after him, tried to 
cut off nearly 100 years from the Persian period, holding that a 
mimber of the Persian kings mentioned in “Ptolemy’s eanon” (the 
Royal Canon) and other historieal sources never existed! George 
Storrs surely was an honest and sineere Christian Bible student, but 
his (and others’) rejeetion of historieal sources proved to be a grave 
mistake. 5 

3 Republished in 1973 by Kregel Publications under the title Ohronology of the Old 
Testament. See p. 20 on the 490 years. Among more reeent Bible eommentators, 
Dr. David L. Oooper, founder of the Biblieal Researeh Soeiety and editor of the 
Biblieal Researeh Monthly, held this same thesis in his The Seventy Weeks of Daniel 
(Los Angeles: Biblieal Researeh Soeiety, 1941). 

4 George Storrs (ed.), Bible Examiner (published in Brooklyn, N.Y.), April, 1863, p. 
120 . 

5 The early ehristian writer Tertullian (e. 160-e. 225 C.E.), in his Against the Jews, 
reekoned the 490 years from the first year of “Darius the Mede” (Dan. 9:1, 2) to the 
destmetion of the seeond temple by the Romans in 70 C.E. This would date the 
first year of “Darius the Mede” to 421 B.C.E. instead of 538. Jewish rabbis in the 
Talmud (Seder Olam Rabbahj counted the 490 years from the destmetion of the 
first temple by the Babylonians to the destmetion of the seeond temple by the 
Romans, which would plaee the destmetion of the first temple in 421 B.C.E. 
instead of 587. (R. T. Beckwith, “Daniel 9 and the Date of Messiah’s Coming in 
Essene, Hellenistie, Pharisaie, Zealot and Early ehristian Computation,” in Revue 
de Qumran, Vol. 10:40, 1981, pp. 531-32, 539-40.) Although modern diseoveries 
have made such applieations wholly untenable, they still find adherents. See, for 
example, Rabbi Tovia Singer in Outreach Judaism. Study Guide to the “Let’s Get 
Biblieal!” Tape Series, Live! (Mousey, NY: Outreach Judaism, 1995), pp. 40-41. 
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That the Persian kings mentioned in the Royal Canon really did 
exist has been proved beyond all doubt by areheologieal diseoveries 
in modern times. 6 This is an instmetive illustration of the neeessity 
of eonsidering the historieal evidenee in relation to biblieal time 
propheeies. Although this speeial applieation of the seventy weeks 
seemed vety biblieal and very eonvineing, it has been refuted by 
historieal faets and therefore eannot be eorreet. 

The same is also true of the applieation of the seventy-year 
propheey made by the Watch Tower Soeiety. Although on the 
surface it may seem to be supported by some passages in the Bible, 
it should be abandoned because it is ineompatible with historieal 
faets established by a multitude of modern diseoveries. 

Is it possible, then, to find an applieation of the seventy years 
that aeeords with the historieal evidenee? It is, and a elose 
examination of biblieal texts dealing with the seventy years will 
demonstrate that there is no real eonfliet between the Bible and 
secular history in this matter. As will be shown below, it is the 
applieation made bj the Watch Totrer Soeiety that eonfliets, not only ivith 
seenlar history, but also ivith the Bible itself. 

There are seven seripmral texts referring to a period of seventy 
years which the Watch Tower Soeiety applies to one and the same 
period: Jeremiah 25:10—12; 29:10; Daniel 9:1—2; 2 Chronicles 

6 During the years 1931-1940, reliefs, tombs, and inseriptions of the kings these 
expositors thought never existed were excavated in Persia. (Edwin M. Yamauchi, 
Persia and the Bible. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1990, pp. 368-70.) That 
the Royal Canon puts these kings in the right order is also demonstrated by the 
inseription diseovered on the walls of a palaee of Artaxerxes III (358-337 B.C.E.), 
which reads: “Says Artaxerxes the great king, king of kings, king of countries, king 
of this earth: I (am) the son of Artaxerxes (II) the king: Artaxerxes (was) the son of 
Darius (II) the king; Darius (was) the son of Artaxerxes (I) the king; Artaxerxes 
(was) the son of Xerxes the king; Xerxes (was) the son of Darius (I) the king; Darius 
was the son of Hystaspes by name.” (E. F. Sehmidt, Persepolis I. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1953, p. 224.) The absolute ehronology of the later 
Persian kings thought not to have existed is today firmly established by numerous 
astronomieal cuneiform texts extant from this period. 

In passing, the Watch Tower Soeiety’s applieation of the 490 years is basieally as 
historieally unsound as are those of the others mentioned in this seetion. The 
dating of the 20th year of Artaxerxes I to 455 B.C.E. instead of 445 is in direet 
eonfliet with a number of historieal sources, including several astronomieal texts. 
When, therefore, The Watchtower of July 15, 1994, p. 30, elaims that, “Accurate 
secular history establishes 455 B.C.E. as that year,” this is grossly misleading. (Cf. 
the similar misstatement in Awake!, June 22, 1995, p. 8.) No secular historian 
today would date the 20th year of Artaxerxes I to 455 B.C.E. (For a refutation of 
the idea, se the web essay referred to in footnote 14 on page 82 above.) 
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36:20-23; Zeehariah 1:7-12; 7:1-7, and Isaiah 23:15-18. These will 
now be examined one by one in ehronologieal order. 7 

A. JEREMIAH 25:10-12 

The original predietion is that of Jeremiah 25:10-12, which is dated 
to “the fourth year of Jehoiakim the son of Josiah, the king of 
Judah, that is, the first year of Nebuchadrezzar the king of 
Babylon” (verse 1). Jehoiakim ruled for eleven years and was 
followed by his son jehoiaehin, who ruled for three months. 
jehoiaehin in turn was succeeded by his uncle Zedekiah, in whose 
eleventh year Jemsalem was desolated. Jeremiah’s propheey, then, 
was given eighteen years prior to the destmetion of Jemsalem. 

Jeremiah 25:10-12: 

”And I will destroy out of them the sound of exultation and the 
sound of rejoieing, the voiee of the bridegroom and the voiee of 
the bride, the sound of the hand mill and the light of the lamp. 
And all this land |Judah) must beeome a devastated plaee, an 
objeet of astonishment, and these nations ivill have to serve the king of 
Bahjlon seventy jears. And it must occur that ivhen seventy jears have 
heen fnlfilled I shall eall to aeeonnt against the king of Babjlon and against 
that natìon, ” is the utterance of Jehovah, “their error, even against 
the land of the Chaldeans, and I will make it desolate wastes to 
time indefìnite.” (N\V) 8 


7 The seventy years for Tyre at Isaiah 23:15-18 will not be discussed here, as it 
eannot be proved that they refer to the period of Neo-Babylonian supremacy. Some 
seholars, in faet, apply it to eirea 700-630 B.C.E., when Tyre was eontrolled by 
Assyria. See, for example, Dr. Seth Erlandsson, The Burden of Babylon (= 
Oonieetanea Bibliea. Old Testament Series 4) (Lund, Sweden: CWK Gleemp, 1970), 
pp. 97-102. 

8 The quotation is from The Neu> Worid Translation (NW), which is based on the 
Hebrew Masoretie text (MT). The Greek Septuagint version (LXX) says: “and they 
will serve among the nations,” instead of: “and these nations will have to serve the 
king of Babylon.” In Jeremiah 25:1-12 of the LXX, for some unknown reason, all 
referenees to Babylon and king Nebuchadnezzar are omitted. There are many 
differenees between Jer-MT and Jer-LXX. Jer-LXX is about one-seventh shorter 
than Jer-MT, which eontains 3,097 more words than Jer-LXX. A number of 
modem seholars hold that Jer-LXX was translated from a Hebrew text that was 
earlier than the text tradition represented by Jer-MT, arguing that Jer-MT 
represents a later revision and expansion of the original text, either by Jeremiah 
himself, his seribe Baruch, or some later editor(s). Thus, with respeet to 
Jeremiah’s predietion that the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar would attaek and 
destroy the kingdom of Judah, these seholars often find it difficult to believe that 
Jeremiah was able to give such eonerete and speeifie foreeasts. They find it easier 
to aeeept the more general and vague wordings of the Jer-LXX as representing the 
original predietion, with all referenees to Babylon and king Nebuchadnezzar being 
left out. However, some of the seholars who have adopted this view admit that it 
ereates problems. If the original propheey of Jeremiah 25:1-12, which was given 
in the fourth year of [continued on next page] 
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Three things are predieted in this propheey: 

(1) The land of Judah would beeome a “devastated plaee”. 

(2) ”These nations” would “serve the king of Babylon 
seventy years”. 

(3) When the seventy years had been “fulfilled” God would 
“eall to account against the king of Babylon and against 
that nation . . . their error, even against” the land of the 
Chaldeans. 

What does this passage really tell us about the “seventy years”? 

A-l: Desolation or servitu.de — which? 

Although it is predieted in the passage that the land of Judah would 
be a devastated plaee, it should be noted that this “devastation” is 
not equated with, or linked with, the period of the seventy years. 
All that is elearly and unambiguously stated in the text is that 
“these nations will have to serve the king of Babjlon seventy years” 
The phrase “these nations” is a referenee baek to verse 9, in which 
it is predieted that Nebuchadnezzar would eome against “this land 
[that is, Judah] and its inhabitants, and also against all these nations 
ronnd abont. ” 

The seventy years, then, should be understood to mean years of 
servitude for these nations. This conclusion is so obvious that the 
Watch Tower Soeiety, at the head of page 826 of its large-print 

Jehoialdm and was presented to the king a few months later (Jeremiah 36:1—32), did not 
eontain any referenees to Babylon and king Nebuchadnezzar, how then could 
Jehoialdm, after having listened to and burned up the roll with the propheey, ask 
Jeremiah: “Why is it that you have written on it, saying: The king of Babylon ivill eome 
without fail and will eertainly bring this land to ruin and cause man and beast to 
eease from it?’ “ (Jeremiah 36:29, NWj As this same question is found both in Jer-MT 
and Jer-LXX, the original propheey must have explicitly mentioned the king of Babylon. 
Professor Norman K. Gottwald eites this verse and says: “If the prophet had not 
somewhere in his seroll openly identified Babylon as the invader, the sharp retort of the 
king is difficult to explain.” (N. K. Gottwald, AU the Kingdoms of the Earth. New York, 
Evanston, and London: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1964, p. 251.) This strongly 
indieates that Jer-MT might very well represent the original text here. 

It should be kept in mind that LXX is a translation made hundreds of years after the 
time of Jeremiah from a Hebrew text that is now lost, and, as the editors of Bagstetis 
The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament point out in the “Introduction,” some of 
the translators of the LXX were not eompetent to their task and often inserted their 
own interpretations and traditions. Most seholars agree with this observation. The 
Watch Tower Soeiety, too, emphasizes that “the Greek translation of this book 
[Jeremiah] is defeetive, but that does not lessen the reliability of the Hebrew text .”— 
Insight an the Scriptures, Vol. 2, 1988, p. 32. 

For a thorough defense of the superiority of the MT text of Jeremiah, see Dr. Sven 
Soderhmd, The Greek Text of Jeremiah (= Joumal for the Study of the Old 
Testament, Supplement Series 47), Sheffield, England: JSOT Press, 1985. 
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edition of the Nen< World Translation (1971 ed.), automatically 
deseribes the seventy years as “70 years’ servitude due.” 9 

Yet, in their discussions of this text, Watchtower writers never 
point out that Jeremiah spoke of seventy years of servitude, or that 
this servitude related to the nations surrounding]udah. They try always 
to give the impression that the seventy years referred to Judah, and 
Judah only, and they always deseribe the seventy years as a period 
in which Judah suffered eomplete desolation, “mthout an inhahitant. ” 10 
This they reekon as having happened from the destmetion of 
Jemsalem and its temple. But their applieation is in direet eonfliet 
with the exact wording of Jeremiah’s predietion, and it ean be 
upheld only by ignoring what the text actually says. 

”Servitude” here should not be taken to mean the same thing as 
desolation and exile. For the nations surrounding Judah the 

9 As the attention was drawn to this heading in the original version of the present 
work (sent to the Watchtower headquarters in 1977), and also in the published 
edition of 1983, it was no surprise to find that it had been ehanged in the 1984 
large-print edition of NW. The heading (p. 965) now reads: “70 years’ exile due.” 

10 The Hebrew word for “desolation,” ehorbáh is also used in verse 18, where 
Jemsalem and the eities of Judah are stated to beeome “a desolation (ehorbáh), . . . 
as it is today. ” As Dr. J. A. Thompson remarks, “The phrase as it is today suggests 
that at the time of writing some aspeets of this judgment, at least, were apparent.” 
(The Book of Jeremiah, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980, p. 516) The propheey was 
uttered and written down in the fourth year of Jehoiakim . . . that is, the first year 
of Nebuchadnezzar.” (Jer. 25:1; 36:1-4) But as that seroll was burned by 
Jehoiakim some months later, in the ninth month of his fifth year (36:9-25), 
another seroll had to be written. (36:32) At that time Nebuchadnezzar’s armies had 
already invaded and ravaged the land of Judah. At the time of writing, therefore, 
the phrase “as it is today” was probably added as a result of this desolation. 

That the word ehorbáh does not neeessarily imply a state of total desolation 
“without an inhabitant” ean be seen from other texts which use the word, for 
example Ezekiel 33:24, 27 (”the inhabitants of these devastated plaees”) and at 
Nehemiah 2:17. During Nehemiah’s time Jemsalem was inhabited, yet the eity is 
said to be “devastated (ehorbáh).” The phrase “desolate waste, without an 
inhabitant” is found at Jeremiah 9:11 and 34:22. Although it refers to Jemsalem 
and the eities of Judah it is nowhere equated with the period of seventy years. As 
pointed out by Professor Arthur Jeffrey in the Interpreter’s Bible (Vol. 6, p. 485), 
ehorbáh is ‘often employed to deseribe the state of a devastated land after the 
armies of an enemy have passed (Leviticus 26:31, 33; Isaiah 49:19; Jeremiah 
44:22; Ezekiel 36:34; Malaehi 1:4; 1 Maeeabees 1:39).” It would not be inaccurate, 
therefore, to talk of Judah as ehorbáh eighteen years prior to its depopulation, if 
the land had been ravaged by the army of an enemy at that time. inseriptions from 
Assyria and Babylonia show that, in order to break the power and morale of a 
rebel quickly, the imperial army would try to min the eeonomie potential “by 
destroying unfortified settlements, cutting down plantations and devastating 
fields” — Israel Eph’al, “On Warfare and Military Control in the Aneient Near 
Eastern Empires,” in H. Tadmor & M. Weinfield (eds.), History, Historiography and 
1 nterpretatian (Jemsalem: The Magnes Press, 1984), p. 97. 



198 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


servitude first of all meant vassalage. n Although Judah, too, was 
subdued by Babylon, it time and again revolted and attempted to 
throw off the Babylonian yoke, which brought wave after wave of 
devastating military ravages and deportations until the country was 
at last desolated and depopiilated after the destmetion of Jemsalem 
in 587 B.C.E. That such a fate was not the same thing as servitude, 
but would eome as a punishment upon any nation that refiised to 
sen’e the king of Babylon, had been elearly predieted byjeremiah, at 
ehapter 27, verses 7, 8, and 11: 

”And all the nations must serve even him [Nebuchadnezzar] 
and his son and his grandson until the time even of his own land 
eomes, and many nations and great ldngs must exploit him as a 
servant. 

”And it must occur that the nation and the kingdom that ivill not serve 
him, even Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon; and the one that 
will not put its neek under the yoke of the king of Babylon, ivith the 
sivord and tvith the famine and tvith the pestilenee I shall tnrn mj attention 
npon that nation,” is the utterance of Jehovah, “mtil I have fmished 
them off bj his hand. ” 

”And as for the nation that tvill bring its neek nnder thejoke of the king 
of Babjlon and aetnallj serve him, I tvill also let it rest upon its gromd, ” is 
the utterance of Jehovah, “and it ivill eertainlj enltivate it and divell in 
it. ” (!W) 

From these verses it is very elear what it meant to a nation to 
setve the king of Babylon. It meant to aeeept the yoke of Babylon as 
a vassal and by that be spared from desolation and deportation. 
The servitude, therefore, was the vety opposite of revolt, desolation, 
deportation, and exile. 12 That is why Jeremiah warned the people 


11 As brought out by any Hebrew dietionary , the Hebrew verb ‘abad, “work, serve,” 
could also mean to serve as a subject or vassal, e.g. by paying tribute. The 
eorresponding noun ‘ebed, “slave, servant,” is often used of vassal states or 
tributary nations. In faet, the teehnieal term for “vassal” in Hebrew was preeisely 
‘ebed. —See Dr. Jonas C. Greenfield, “Some aspeets of Treaty Terminology in the 
Bible,” Fourth World Oongress of Jewish Studies: Papers, Vol. I, 1967, pp. 117-119; 
also Dr. Ziony Zevit, “The Use of ‘ebed as a Diplomatie Term in Jeremiah,” Joumal 
of Biblieal Literature, Vol. 88, 1969, pp. 74-77. 

12 The differenee is noted by Dr. John Hill in his analysis of Jeremiah 25:10, 11: “In 
vv. 10-11 there is a twofold elaboration of the punishment announced in v. 9. The 
first part of the elaboration is in vv. 10-1 la, which refers to the subjugation and 
devastation of Judah. The seeond part is in v. llb which refers to the subjugation 
of Judah’s neighbours. Vv. 10-11 then distinguishes the fate of Judah from that of 
its neighbours, which is that of subjugation. Judah’s fate is to suffer the 
devastation of its land.”—J. Hill, Friend or Foe? The Figure of Babylon in the Book of 
Jeremiah MT (BrilhLeiden ete., 1999, p. 110, note 42. 
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against attempting to throw off the Babylonian yoke and 
admonished them: “Serve the king of Babylon and keep on living. 
Why should this eity beeome a devastated plaee?” —-Jeremiah 
27:17, NW. 

Thus, the nations that aeeepted the Babylonian yoke would serve 
the king of Babylon seventy years. But the nations that refmed to 
serve the Babylonian king would beeome devastated. This fate at last 
befell Judah after about eighteen years of servitude, intermpted by 
repeated rebellions. The seventy years of servitude foretold by 
Jeremiah, therefore, did not apply to Judah as a nation, but only to 
the nations who submitted to the king of Babylon. As Judah 
refused to submit, it had to get the punishment for this—desolation 
and exile—exactly as had been predieted at Jeremiah 25:11. Of 
course, the exiled Jews also had to perform various kinds of 
“serviee” in Babylonia. This was not the serviee of a vassal state, 
however, but the serviee of eaptared and deported slaves! 13 

A-2: When would the seventy years end? 

The predietion that “these nations will have to serve the king of 
Babylon seventy years” (Jeremiah 25:11) implies that there would 
be a ehange in Babylon’s position of supremacy at the end of the 
seventy-year period. This ehange is deseribed in verse 12 of 
Jeremiah 25: 

”And it must occur that when seventy years have heen fnlfilled I shall 
eall to account against the king of Babylon and against that nation,” 
is the utterance of Jehovah, “their error, even against the land of 
the Chaldeans, and I will make it desolate wastes to time 
indefmite.” (NW) 

All historians, and also the Watch Tower Soeiety, agree that the 
Neo-Babylonian empire ended in 539 B.C.E. Ón Oetober 12 
(Julian ealendar) that year the eity of Babylon was captured by the 


13 Other nations, too, who refused to aeeept the Babylonian yoke, were desolated, and 
eaptives were brought to Babylon. For example, one of the Philistine eity-states, 
probably Ashkelon (the name is only partly legible), was “plundered and saeked” 
and “turned . . . into a ruin heap,” aeeording to the Babylonian Chronicle (B. M. 
21946). This destmetion, predieted by Jeremiah at Jeremiah 47:5-7, took plaee in 
the month Kislimu (9th month) of the first year of Nebuchadnezzar aeeording to 
the ehroniele, that is, in November, or Deeember, 604 B.C.E. (A. K. Grayson, 
Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, Locust Valley, N.Y.: J.J. Augustin Publisher, 
1975, p. 100.) That Ashkelon was mined is now eonfirmed by excavations. In 1992, 
Lawrence E. Stager uncovered at Ashkelon the arehaeologieal evidenee for this 
Babylonian destmetion.— See L. E. Stager, “The Fury of Babylon: Ashkelon and 
the Arehaeology of Destmetion,” Biblieal Arehaeology Review, Vol. 22:1 (1996), pp. 
56-69, 76-77. 
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armies of the Persian king Cyrus. Belshazzar, the son of king 
Nabonidus, was killed, aeeording to the book of Daniel, ehapter 5, 
verse 30. Nabonidus himself was taken prisoner and exiled to 
Carmania in the east, where he spent the rest of his life as governor 
of that provinee, aeeording to Berossus. 14 

The year in which Jehovah would “eall to account against the 
king of Babylon and against that nation . . . their error, even against 
the land of the Chaldeans” therefore was evidently 539 B.C.E. At 
that time the seventy years had “been fulfilled,” aeeording to 
Jeremiah’s propheey. The Persian conquest of Babylonia in 539 
B.C.E. definitely put an end to the Babylonian supremacy over the 
nations who had served as its vassals up to that year. After that year 
it was impossible to “serve the king of Babylon” in any sense, 
either as vassals or as exiled eaptives in Babylonia. From that year 
onward these people had to serve, not the king of Babylon, but the 
king of Persia. 15 The seventy years of servitude, therefore, definitely 
ended in 539 B.C.E., not later. 

Note, then, that Jeremiah’s propheey is elearly ineompatible with 
the view that the seventy years referred to the period of the desolation 
of'Judah and Jemsalem. Why? Because this desolation did not end in 
539 B.C.E. but later, when a remnant of the Jewish exiles had 
returned to Judah as a result of Cyrus’ ediet. (Ezra 1:13:1) 
Aeeording to the Watch Tower Soeiety this took plaee tivoyears after 
the fall of Babylon, or in 537 B.C.E. In that year, they hold, the 
seventy years ended. But hon> did Jehovah “eall to account against the 
king of Babylon and against that nation . . . their error” in 537 B.C.E., 
two years after his dethronement and the fall of Babylon? A 
solution to this problem has never been presented in the 
publications of the Watch Tower Soeiety. 

A-3: The historieal setting of the seventy-year propheey 

If the seventy years ended in 539 B.C.E., when did they begin? 
Gearly, they eannot be counted from the year of the desolation of 
Jemsalem. The period from the established date of 587 B.C.E. to 
539 was only forty-eight years. However, as the seventy years have 
been shown above to refer to the period of subservience to Babylon, 

14 See the eomments of Paul-Alain Beaulieu in The Reign of Nabonidus, King of 
Babylon, 556-539 B.C. (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1989), 
pp. 230, 231 

15 In aeeordanee with this, 2 Chron. 36:20 states that the exiled Jews “eame to be 
servants to him [Nebuchadnezzar] and his sons until the royalty of Persia began to 
reign” ( NW ), that is, until the autumn of 539 B.C.E., but no longer. 
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not to Jemsalem’s desolation , the right question to be asked is: 
When did the period of servitiide begin? 

First of all, it is important to establish the historieal baekgroiind 
against which this propheey was given. As pointed out earlier, it 
was given eighteen years before the destmetion of Jemsalem and its 
temple, “in the fourth year of Jehoiakim” (Jeremiah 25:1), that is, in 
605 B.C.E. 

That year saw a very important event take plaee, with 
momentous consequences to Judah and its neighbours. It was the 
year of the well known battle of Carchemish (on the Euphrates river in 
northern Syria), when Nebuchadnezzar deeisively defeated the 
Egyptian Pharaoh Neeho and his military foree. This important 
vietory opened the way for the Babylonian king to the areas in the 
west, Syria and Palestine, which for a few years previous (609-605 
B.C.E.) had been eontrolled by Eg} ì pt. This famous battle is also 
referred to, and dated, at Jeremiah 46:2: 

For Egypt, eoneerning the military foree of Pharaoh Neeho the 
ldng of Egypt, who happened to be by the river Euphrates at 
Carchemish, whom Nebuchadrezzar the king of Babylon defeated 
in the fonrth jear of ]ehoiakm the son of Josiah, the king of Judah. 
(MP) 

The propheey of the seventy years was thus given at a emeial 
point of time. Could it be that Judah and her neighbours were 
made vassals to and began to serve the king of Babylon in that 
year? Researeh does find evidenee to show that Judah and a 
number of the surrounding nations began to be made stibsement to the 
king of Babjlon very soon after the battle of Carchemish, in the fonrthjear of 
Jehoiakim and thereafter. 

In 1956 Professor D. J. Wiseman published a translation of the 
Babylonian Chronicle B.M. 21946, eovering the period from the 
last (21 st) year of Nabopolassar up to and including the tenth year 
of his son and successor, Nebuchadnezzar. 16 This tablet 
eommenees with a eoneise deseription of the battle at Carchemish 
and the subsequent events. The opening portion is quoted here in 
full because of its importanee for our examination: 17 


16 D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of the Ohaldean Kings (London: The Tmstees of the 
British Museum, 1961), pp. 66-75. 

17 The quotations in the following are taken from A. K. Grayson’s more reeent 
translation of the ehronieles in his Assyrian and Babylonian Ohronieles (Locust 
Valley, N.Y.: J. J. Augustin Publisher, 1975), pp. 99, 100. 
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Nebuchadnezzar II (604-562 B.O.E.) 

The only portrait of Nebuchadnezzar II extant is found on this 
eameo, now in the Berlin Museum. It was probably engraved by a 
Greek in the serviee of the great king. The surrounding cuneiform 
inseription reads: "To Marduk his lord, Nebuchadnezzar, King of 
Babylon, for his life this made." The picture of the eameo, which 
has the inventory number VA 1628, is used courtesy of the 
Vorderasiatisehes Museum in Berlin. 


[The twenty-first year]: The ldng of Akkad stayed home (while) 
Nebuchadnezzar (II), his eldest son (and) the crown prinee, 
mustered [the army of Akkad]. He took his army’s lead and 
marehed to Carchemish which is on the bank of the Euphrates. He 
erossed the river [to eneomterthe artnj ofEgypt] which was eneamped 
at Carchemish. [...] They did battle together. The army of Egypt 
retreated before him. He inflieted a [defeatj upon them (and) 
finished them off eompletely. In the distriet of Hamath the army 
of Akkad overtook the remainder of the army of [Egypt which] 
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managed to eseape [from] the defeat and which was not overeome. 
They (the army of Akkad) inflieted a defeat upon them (so that) a 
single (Egyptian) man [did not return] home. At that time 
Nebuchadnezzar (II) conquered all of Ha[ma]th. 18 

For twenty-one years Nabopolassar rnled Babylon. On the eighth 
day of the month Ab he died. In the month Elul Nebuchadnezzar 
(II) returned to Babylon and on the first day of the month Elul he 
aseended the royal throne in Babylon. 19 

In (his) aeeession-year Nebuchadnezzar (II) returned to Hattu. 
Until the month Shebat he marehed about victoriously in Hattu. In 
the month Shebat he took the vast booty of Hattu to Babylon. 


The first year of Nebuchadnezzar (II): In the month Sivan he 
mustered his army and marehed to Hattu. Until the month Kislev 
he marehed about victoriously in Hattu. All the kings of Hattn eame 
into his presenee and he reeeived their vast trihnte. 

The ehroniele makes evident the far-reaehing consequences of 
Egypt’s defeat at Carchemish. Immediately after the battle in the 
summer of 605 B.C.E., Nebuchadnezzar began to take over the 
western areas in vassalage to Egypt, using Riblah in Hamath in 
Syria as his military base. 

The terrifying annihilation of the whole Egyptian army at 
Carchemish and in Hamath paved the way for a rapid occupation 
of the whole region by the Babylonians, and they do not seem to 
have met much resistanee. During this victorious eampaign 
Nebuchadnezzar learned that his father Nabopolassar had died, so 
he had to return to Babylon to secure the throne, evidently leaving 
his army in Hattu to continue the operations there. 

As Wiseman points out, Hattu was a geographieal term that at 
that time denoted approximately Syria-Lebanon. As argued by Dr. 


18 Hamath was a distriet at the river Orontes in Syria where Pharaoh Neehoh, at a 
plaee ealled Riblah, had established the Egyptian headquarters. After the defeat of 
the Egyptian army, Nebuchadnezzar ehose the same site as the base for his 
operations in the west.—See 2 Kings 23:31-35; 25:6, 20-21; Jeremiah 39:5-7; 
52:9-27. 

19 Nabopolassar’s death on 8 Abu eorresponds to August 16, 605 B.C.E. (Julian 
ealendar). Nebuchadnezzar aseended the throne on Ululu 1 (September 7, 605). 
The battle of Carchemish in May or June, 605, therefore, took plaee in the same 
year as his aeeession-year. His first regnal year began next spring, on Nisanu 1, 
604 B.C.E. The reason why the Bible dates the battle to the first year of 
Nebuchadnezzar (ef. Jer. 46:2 and 25:1) seems to be that the Jewish kings applied 
the nonaeeession-year system, in which the aeeession-year was counted as the 
first year. See the Appendix for ehapter two, “Methods of reekoning regnal years.” 
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J. D. Hawkins in Reallexikon der Assyriologie, it also, ‘in an extended 
sense,’ included Palestine and Phoenieia. 20 

After his enthronement in Babylon (on September 7, 605), 
Nebuchadnezzar quickly went baek to the Hattu territory, where he 
“marehed about victoriously” for some months until “the month 
Shebat” (the eleventh month, eorresponding to Febmary, 604 
B.C.E.). Evidendy most of the countries in the west had now been 
brought under Babylonian eontrol, and he could, therefore, take a 
heavy tribute to Babylon, which also, as will be shown immediately, 
included prisoners from Judah and adjaeent countries. 

Early in his first regnal year (in June, 604 B.C.E.) 
Nebucbadnezzar led another eampaign to Hattu to maintain his 
rule over the conquered territories. Similar eampaigns are also 
reeorded for the following years. Clearly, the nations in the Hattu 
area beeame vassals to Babylon very soon after the battle at 
Carchemish. The seventy years of servitude had evidently begun to 
mn their course. 

A-4: The Babylonian oeeiipation of Hattu and Daniel 1:1-6 

Not only did Nebuchadnezzar bring a number of the nations 
surrounding Judah under his dominion in 605 B.C.E., but he also 
laid siege to Jemsalem and brought some Jewish eaptives to 
Babylon in that very year. This is elear from Daniel 1:1—6. 

In reeording the event, Daniel states that it occurred “in the third 
year of the kingship of Jehoiakim” Yet the siege and deportation 
apparently followed the batde at Carchemish which Jeremiah plaees 
“in the fonrth year of Jehoiakim.” (Jeremiah 46:2) This seeming 
eontradietion has caused much debate, and different solutions have 
been proposed in order to resolve the difficulty. But if, as is 
pointed out in note 19, the different methods of reekoning regnal 
years in Judah and Babylon are taken into eonsideration, the wbole 
matter is easily eleared up. Daniel, as a Jewish exile living in 
Babylon and as an offieial at the Babylonian court, quite naturally 
eonformed to the Babylonian regnal year system and adopted the 
aeeession-year method and even did so when referring to Jewish 


20 D. J. Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar and Babylon, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1985, p. 18; Reallexikon der Assyriologie, Vol. 4 [ed. D. O. Edzard], 1972-1975, pp. 
154—56. Reasonably, Jehoiakim must have been one of “all the kings of Hattu” 
paying tribute to Nebuchadnezzar at this time. Of this, J. P. Hyatt says: “It was 
probably in 605, or in the following year, that Jehoiakim submitted to the 
Babylonian king, as reeorded in II Kings 24:1; . . . and II Kings 24:7 says that ‘the 
king of Babylon took all that belonged to the king of Egypt from the Brook of Egypt 
to the River Euphrates.’ “—J. P. Hyatt, “New Light on Nebuchadnezzar and Judean 
History,” in Journal of Biblieal Literature, 75 (1956), p. 280. 
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Judah and the surrounding nations 

kings. This method of counting would make Jehoiakim’s fourth 
year his third, in aeeordanee with the aeeession-year system. 

Daniel 1:2 states that at this time “Nebuchadnezzar king of 
Babylon eame to Jemsalem and besieged it. And the Lord gave 
Jehoiakim king of Judah into his hand” (NASB). This does not 
neeessarily imply tbat the eity was taken and Jehoiakim brought 
eaptive to Babylon. To be given into someone’s hand may simply 
mean to be foreed into submission. (Compare Judges 3:10; 
Jeremiah 27:6, 7, and similar texts.) The indieation is that Jehoiakim 
capitulated and beeame a tributary to the king of Babylon. He 
evidently paid a tribute to Nebuchadnezzar at this time in the form 
of “some of the vessels of the house of God”—Daniel 1:2. 

As this elearly points to a beginning of the servitude early in the 
reign of Jehoiakim, the Watch Tower Soeiety has advaneed several 
arguments against a natural and direet reading of this text. Thus it 
holds that the “third year” should be understood as the thirdyear of 
Jehoiakim’s vassalage to Nebuchadnezzar, which, it is argued, was his 
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eleventh and last regnalyear (which partly overlapped the seventh year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, or his eighth year in the nonaeeession-year 
system). 

But this explanation direetly eontradiets Daniel 2:1, which shows 
Daniel at the court of Nebuchadnezzar and interpreting his dream 
of the image already in the “seeond year” of this king. If Daniel 
was brought to Babylon in Nebuchadnezzar’s seventh year, how 
could he be there interpreting his dreams in his seeond year? So, to 
save their interpretation, this text, too, had to be ehanged and made 
to say something else besides what it elearly says. Two different 
explanations have been offered through the years, the last one 
being that in this verse Daniel reekons Nebuchadnezzar’s years 
from the destmetion of Jemsalem in his eighteenth year. 
Nebuchadnezzar’s seeond year, then, should be understood as his 
nineteenth year (the tmntieth year in the nonaeeession-year system)! 

Thus, onee again we find that the applieation of the seventy 
years held to by the Watch Tower Soeiety eontradiets the Bible, 
this time Daniel 1:1—2 and 2:1. In order to uphold its theory, it is 
foreed to rejeet the easiest and most direet reading of these texts? 21 

That some Jewish eaptives had already been brought to Babylon 
in the year of Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession is also eonfirmed by 
Berossus in his Babylonian history written in the third century 
B.C.E. His account of the events of this year reads as follows: 

Nabopalassaros, his father, heard that the satrap who had been 
posted to Egypt, Coele Syria, and Phoenieia, had beeome a rebel. 

No longer himself equal to the task, he entmsted a portion of his 
army to his son Nabouchodonosoros, who was still in the prime of 
life, and sent him against the rebel. Nabouchodonosoros drew up 
his foree in battle order and engaged the rebel. He defeated him 
and subjected the country to the rule of the Babylonians again. At 
this very time Nabopalassaros , his father fell ill and died in the eity 
of the Babylonians after having been ldng for twenty-one years. 

Nabouchodonosoros learned of his father’s death shortly 
thereafter. After he arranged affairs in Egypt and the remaining 
territory, he ordered some of his friends to bring the Jemsh, 
Phoenieian, Syrian, and Pigyptian prisoners together ivith the bnlk of the artny 
and the rest of the booty to Babylonia. He himself set out with a few 
eompanions and reaehed Babylon by erossing the desert."” 


21 For additional eomments on Daniel 1:1, 2 and 2:1, see the Appendix for ehapter 5. 

22 Stanley Mayer Burstein, The Babyloniaea of Berossus (Malibu: Undena 
Publications, 1978), pp. 26, 27. 
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Thus Berossus gives support to Daniel’s statement that Jewish 
eaptives were brought to Babylon in the year of Nebuchadnezzar’s 
aeeession. This eonfirmation of Daniel 1:1 is important because, as 
was shown in Chapter three, Berossus derived his information 
from the Babylonian ehronieles, or sources elose to those 
doemnents, originally written during the Neo-Babylonian era 
itself. 23 

A-5: The servitiide as refleeted in Jeremiah, ehapters 27, 

28, and 35 

That the servitude of “these nations” (Jer. 25:11) began long 
before the destmetion of Jemsalem in 587 B.C.E. is also elear from 
Jeremiah, ehapters 27, 28, and 35. 

In ehapter 27, as discussed earlier, Jeremiah urges Zedekiah not 
to revolt, but to bring his neek under the yoke of the king of 
Babylon and serve him. The context shows this occurred in the 
fourth year of Zedekiah, that is, in 595/94 B.C.E. 24 The 
background of this “word . . . from Jehovah” was, aeeording to 
verse 2, that messengers had eome to Zedekiah from Edom, Moab, 
Ammon, Tyre, and Sidon, apparently in order to enlist him in an 
extensive revolt against the Babylonian yoke. Obviously all these 
nations were vassals to Babylon at this time, as was Judah. 

The revolt plans aroused unfounded hopes and enthusiasm 
among the people, and the prophet Hananiah even foretold that 
the Babylonian yoke would be broken within two years: 


23 Berossus’ account of these events has been the subject of eritieism, but was 
aeeepted by historians such as Hugo Winkler, Edgar Goodspeed, James H. 
Breasted and Friedrieh Delitzseh. See “The Third Year of Jehoiakim,” by Albertus 
Pieters, in From the Pyramids to Paul, edited by Lewis Gaston Leary (New York: 
Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1935), p. 191. The diseovery of the Babylonian 
Chronicle B.M. 21946 has given additional support to Berossus’ deseription of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s conquests after the battle at Carchemish. D. J. Wiseman, the 
first translator of this ehroniele, says that Berossus’ account of these events “rings 
true” (The Oambridge Aneient History, Vol. 111:2, J. Boardman et al [eds.], 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991, pp. 230-231.) On Berossus’ 
deseription of Pharaoh Neeho as a rebellious satrap Dr. Menahem Stem says: 
“From the point of view of those who regarded the neo-Babylonian empire as a 
continuation of the Assyrian, the conquest of Coele-Syria and Phoenieia by the 
Egyptian ruler might be interpreted as the rape of Babylonian territory.”—M. Stem, 
Greek and Latin Authors onJews and Judaism, Vol. 1 (Jemsalem 1974), p.59. 

24 In verse 1 of ehapter 27 this message is dated to the beginning of the reign of 
“Jehoiakim,” but a eomparison with verses 3 and 12 shows that the original 
reading most probably was “Zedekiah.” This is also eonfirmed by the next ehapter, 
Jeremiah 28, dated in verse 1 to “the same year,” which is explained to be “in the 
beginning of the reign of Zedekiah king of Judah, in the fourth year” (NASB), that 
is, in 595/94 B.C.E. 
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This is what Jehovah of armies, the God of Israel, has said, “I 
will break the yoke of the king of Babylon. Within two full years 
more I am bringing baek to this plaee all the utensils of the house 
of Jehovah that Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon took from 
this plaee that he might bring them to Babylon. “—Jeremiah 28:2, 
3,NW: 25 

This propheey, of course, presupposed that the Babylonian yoke 
had already been put on the neek of the nations. That is why 
Hananiah could take the yoke bar from the neek of Jeremiah, break 
it and say: “This is what Jehovah has said, ‘Just like this I shall 
break the yoke of Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon within two 
full years more from off the neek of all the nations“ (Jeremiah 28: 10, 
11) So, in the fourth year of Zedekiah the Babylonian yoke lay on 
“the neek of all the nations.” The servitude was a hard felt reality 
for “all these nations” at that time, and had evidently been so for a 
mimber of years. 

The Babylonian invasion of Judah soon after the battle at 
Carchemish is also refleeted in Jeremiah ehapter 35, dated in “the 
days of Jehoiakim the son of Josiah.” (verse 1) The Reehabites, 
who normally dwelt in tents in obedienee to the eommand of their 
forefather, Jehonadab the son of Reehab, lived in Jemsalem at that 
time. Why? They explained to Jeremiah: 

But it eame about ivhen Nebnehadregjar the king of Babjlon eame up 
against the land that we began to say, “Come, and let us enter into 
Jemsalem because of the military foree of the Chaldeans and 
because of the military foree of the Syrians, and let us dwell in 
Jemsalem.”—Jeremiah 35:11, NW. 

Thus, some time earlier in the reign of Jehoiakim, the 
Babylonian army had invaded the territory of Judah, foreing the 
Reebabites to seek refuge inside the walls of Jemsalem. Either this 
invasion was the one eleseribed in Daniel 1:1-2, or the one that 
took plaee in the following year, when, aeeording to the Babylonian 
ehroniele, “all the kings of Hattu” presented their tribute to the 
Babylonian king as a sign of their vassalage. 

That Judah beeame a vassal of Babylon early in the reign of 
Jehoiakim is elearly stated in 2 Kings 24:1, which says that in the 


25 The reason for the widespread revolt plans in this year could have been the 
rebellion in Nebuchadnezzar’s own army in Babylonia, in the tenth year of his 
reign (= 595/94 B.C.E.) aeeording to the Babylonian Chronicle B.M. 21946.—A. K. 
Grayson, ABC (see note 17 above), p. 102. Nebuchadnezzar’s tenth year partly 
overlapped Zedekiah’s fourth year. See the remarks on this revolt in the last 
seetion of the Appendix: “Chronological tables eovering the seventy years.” 
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days of Jehoiakim “Nebuchadnezzaf the king of Babylon eame up, 
and so Jehoiakim heeame his servant for three years. However, he 
turned baek and rebelled against him.” (NW) This rebellion caused 
the king of Babylon “to send against him marauder bands of 
Chaldeans and marauder bands of Syrians and marauder bands of 
Moabites and marauder bands of the sons of Ammon [these 
nations were now obviously under the eontrol of the king of 
Babylon], and he kept sending them against Judah to destroy it.” 
(Verse 2, NW) 

It has been demonstrated above that Jeremiah’s predietion of 
the seventy years in Jeremiah 25:10-12 did not refer to a period of 
eomplete desolation of Jemsalem, but a period of servitude, not for 
Judah, but for “these nations,” that is, the nations surrounding 
Judah. 

It was further shown that the Bible and secular historieal 
sources, such as the Babylonian ehroniele and Berossus, all agree 
that the servitude for these nations began long before the 
destmetion of Jemsalem in 587 B.C.E. The Babylonian ehroniele 
B.M. 21946 shows that Nebuchadnezzar started to conquer these 
areas immediately after the battie at Carchemish in 605 B.C.E. 
Daniel 1:1—6 relates that Nebuchadnezzar, in the same year, laid 
siege to Jemsalem and brought Jewish eaptives to Babylon. 
Berossus eonfirms Daniel 1:1—6 with respeet to this first 
deportation (which probably was rather small). Jeremiah, ehapters 
27, 28, and 35 all show that Judah and the surrounding nations 
were vassals to Babylon as early as in the reign of Jehoiakim, and 
this is also apparent from 2 Kings 24:1-2. For Judab and a number 
of the surrounding nations, the servitude evidentiy began in the 
same year Jeremiah uttered his propheey, that is in 605 B.C.E. 

The applieation of the seventy years made by the Watch Tower 
Soeiety, on the other hand, is in direet eonfliet with the propheey 
of Jeremiah. It applies the seventy years to Judah only, ignoring the 
faet that Jeremiah’s propheey refers to a period of servitude for a 
mimher of nations, not a state of eomplete desolation “without an 
inhabitant” ofjemsalem and Judah. 

The next text which deals with the seventy years will be seen to 
be in direet eonfliet with the Soeiety’s applieation as well. 

B: JEREMIAH 29:10 

Jeremiah’s seeond referenee to the seventy years is given in a letter 
that Jeremiah sent fromjemsalem to the Jews who had been 
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deported to Babylon, not only those who had been brought there 
in the first deportation in 605 B.C.E., but also those “whom 
Nebuchadnezzar had earried into exile from Jemsalem to Babylon, 
after jeeoniah the king [— jehoiaehin; eompare 2 Kings 24:10-15] and 
the lady and the eonrt offieials, the prinees of Judah and Jemsalem, and the 
eraftsmen and the builders of buln>arks had gone forth frorn Jemsalem. ” — 
Jeremiah 29:1-2, NW. 

This would date the propheey to the reign of Zedekiah (verse 3) 
and probably about the same time as the preeeding ehapter, that is, 
to the fourth year of Zedekiah, 595/94 B.C.E.—Jeremiah 28:1. 

The background situation seems to have been the same in both 
ehapters: The widespread revolt plans which stirred up hopes of 
liberation from the Babylonian yoke in Judah and the surrounding 
nations also reaehed the exiles at Babylon. As in Judah, false 
prophets arose among the Jews at Babylon and promised release in 
a short time. (Jeremiah 29:8-9) This was the reason why at this 
time, severalyears prior to the destmetion of Jemsalem, Jeremiah sent a 
letter to these exiles at Babylon, ealling their attention to the 
propheey of the seventy years: 

Jeremiah 29:8-10: 

For this is what Jehovah of armies, the God of Israel, has said: 
“Let not YOUR prophets who are in among YOU and YOUR 
praetieers of divination deeeive YOU, and do not YOU listen to 
their dreams that they are dreaming. For it is in falsehood that they 
are prophesying to YOU in my name. I have not sent them,” is the 
utterance of Jehovah. For this is what Jehovah has said, “In aeeord 
with the fiilfilling of seventyyears at Babylon I shall turn my attention 
to YOU people, and I wiU establish toward YOU my good word in 
bringing YOU baek to this plaee.” (NW) 

This utterance elearly presupposed that the seventy years were in 
progress at the time. If the period had not eommeneed, why did 
Jeremiah eonneet it with the exiles’ staying on at Babylon? If the 
seventy-year period was not already in progress, what relevanee is 
there in Jeremiah’s referenee to it? Jeremiah did not urge the exiles 
to wait until the seventy years would begin, but to wait until the 
period had been eompleted. As Jeremiah sent his message to the exiles 
some six or seven years before the destmetion of Jemsalem, it is 
obvious that he reekoned the beginning of the seventy years from a 
point many years prior to that event. 
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The context of Jeremiah 29:10, therefore, farther supports the 
earlier conclusion that the seventy years shoiild be reekoned from a 
point several years before the destmetion of Jemsalem. 

However, apart from the context, the text itself makes it elear 
that the seventy years ean be applied neither to the period of the 
desolation of Jemsalem nor to the period of the Jewish exile. 

B-l: Seventy years — ”at” Babylon or ‘for’’ Babylon? 

The Neii 1 World Translation’s rendering of Jeremiah 29:10 seems to 
depiet the seventy years as a period of eaptivity: “seventy years at 
Babylon.” Although it is tme that the Hebrew preposition l e , here 
translated “at”, in eertain expressions may have a loeal sense (”at, 


JEREMIAH 29:10: 

“seventy years ... for Babylon” 

-3 -iDN rò ~'3 :nw "Dí<? O’pnbB 

when Yahweh he-says this indeed (lo) Yahweh deelaration-of I-sent-them 

oppx d 'B3ti bppb ’Éb 

to-you I-wíH-come year seventy for-Baby!on to-be-comp!eted by-mou*h-of-me 

Dintí a’tónb aièn 'npn ‘HK bp'bi? rópni 

to you to-bring-baek the-gracious promíse-of-me *** for-you and-l-will-fuUiIl 

es'bi? non 'DiN ne?K noDnsn'nK n?n' '5ix 's : ntn eipan 

for-you planning I that the-plans *" l-know 1 for (II) the-this the-plaee 

From John R. Kohlenberger III (ed.), A7V Interlinear Hebrew-English Old 
Testament, (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing Honse, 1979). 


in”), its general meaning is “for, to, in regard to, with referenee to,” 
and is so rendered at Jeremiah 29:10 by most modern 
translations. 26 

The following examples are taken from some of the better 
known translations in English: 

Revised Version (1885): “After seventy years be aeeomplished for 

Babylon.” 


26 The view that the basie meaning of l e (1) is loeal and direetional is rejeeted by 
Professor Ernst Jenni, who is probably the leading authority on the Hebrew 
prepositions today.—Ernst Jenni, Die Hebráisehen Pràpositionen, Band 3: Die 
Pràposition Lamed (Stuttgart, ete.: Verlag Kohlhammer, 2000), pp. 134, 135. This 
work devotes 350 pages to the examination of the preposition l e alone. 
(Interestingly, the Danish NWT of 1985 has “for Babylon”, and the new revised 
Swedish NWT of 2003, too, has now ehanged its earlier “in” to “for Babylon”!) 
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Rotherham’s The Emphasiyed Bible (3rd ed., 1897): “That as soon as 
there are fhlfilled to Babylon seventy years.” 

Ameriean Standard Version (1901): “After seventy years are 
aeeomplished for Babylon.” 

Neiv Ameriean Standard Version (1973): “When seventy years have 
been eompletedyferBabylon.” 

New Intemational Version (1978): “When seventy years are 
eompleted for Babylon.” 

The Neiv Jernsalem Bible (1985): “When the seventy years granted to 
Babylon are over.” 

Other translatìons give expression to the same thought in other 
words: 

Smith-Goodspeed’s The Complete Bible (1931): “As soon as 
Babylon has finished seventy years.” 

Byington’s The Bible In Eiving English (1972): “As soon as Babylon 
has had a full seventy years.” 

The Anehor Bible (John Bright: Jeremiah, 2nd ed., 1986): “Only when 
Babylon’s seventy years have been eompleted.” 

Tanakh. The Holj Seriptnres (The Jewish Piiblieation Soeiety, 1988): 
“When Babylon’s seventy years are over.” 

The Kevised English Bible (1989): “When a full seventy years have 
passed over Babylon 

All these translations express the same thought, namely, that the 
seventy years refer to the Babylonian snpremaey, not to the Jewish 
eaptìvity nor to the desolation following the destmetion of 
Jemsalem in 587 B.C.E. 

That this is what the Hebrew text meant to say is supported by 
the faet that it is in agreement with Jeremiah’s propheey at 
Jeremiah 25:11 on the seventy years’ servitnde. As long as the 
Babylonian king held supremacy, other natìons had to serve him. 

The Neii’ World Translation, however, is not the only translatìon 
that renders the preposition f by “at” in Jeremiah 29:10. Some 
other translatìons, too, use the prepositìon “at” in this text. The 
best known is the King James Version (KJV), originally published in 
1611, which for more than three centuries remained the Aiithoriyed 
Version (AV) for Angliean and many other Protestant churches. In 
the course of time this translation has acquired an authority and 
sanetìty of its own. This is also refleeted in modern revisions of 
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KJV. A reeent example is the Nerr King James Version (NKJV), 
published in 1982. Although the language has been modernized, 
the editors have endeavoured to retain the text of the old venerable 
KJV as far as possible. The progress made in the last two centuries, 
espeeially by the diseoveries of numerous aneient manuscripts of 
the Bible, is at best refleeted in the footnotes, not in the mnning 
text. That this very eonservative version retains the preposition 
“at” in Jeremiah 29:10, therefore, is not to be wondered at. 

It is interesting to note, however, that other, less tradition- 
bound revisions of KJV, such as RV, ASV, and RSV, have replaeed 
“at” by “for” in Jeremiah 29:10, as shown by the quotations given 
above. And the latest revision of this kind, the Nen> Revised Standard 
Version (1990), has replaeed KJV’s “seventy years . . . at Babylon” 
by “Babylon’s seventy years”. 27 

Why do these and most other modern translations rejeet the 
rendering “at Babylon” in Jeremiah 29:10 in favour of “for 
Babylon” or some paraphrase eonveying the same idea? 

B-2: What Hebrew seholars say 

Modern Hebrew seholars generally agree that the loeal or spatial 
sense of l e is highly improbable, if not impossible, at Jer. 29:10. Dr. 
Tor Magnus Amble at the University of Oslo, Norway, for 
example, says: 

”The preposition l e means ‘to’, ‘for’ ('direetion towards’ or 
‘referenee toj. Aside from in a feiv fixed expressions, ìt hardly has a 
loeative sense, and in any ease not here. Very often it introduces an 
indireet objeet (‘respeeting to’, eorresponding to a Greek dative). 
This is also how the translators of LXX have understood it, as you 
quite eorreetly point out. Thus the translation has to be: seventy 
years ‘for Babel’.” — Private letter dated November 23, 1990. 
(Emphasis added.) 

The Swedish Hebraist Dr. Seth Erlandsson is even more emphatie: 

”The spatial sense is impossihle at Jer. 29:10. Nor has LXX ‘at 
Babylon’, but dative; consequently ‘for Babylon’ .” — Private letter 
dated Deeember 23, 1990. (Emphasis added.) 


27 A few other modem translations that still have “at Babylon” in Jeremiah 29:10 may 
have been influenced, direetly or indireetly, by KJV. One of my friends , a Danish 
linguist, has also drawn my attention to the faet that the Latin Vulgate (4th 
century C.E.) has “in Babylon” in our text, which, like KJV’s “at Babylon”, is an 
interpretation rather than a translation. It is quite possible that this aneient and 
highly esteemed translation, too, may have influenced some modern translations. 
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It would be easy to add many other similar statements by Hebrew 
seholars, but it may suffice here to quote Professor Ernst Jenni at 
Basel, Switzerland. This leading authority on l e (footnote 26 above) 
says: 

The rendering in all modern eommentaries and translations is 
“for Babel” (Babel as world power, not eity or land); this is elear 
from the language as well as also from the context. By the “loeal 
meaning” a distinetion is to be made between where? (in, at) and 
where to? (loeal direetional “to, towards”). The basie meaning of / 
is with referenee to, and with a following loeal speeifieation it ean 
be understood as loeal or loeal-direetional only in eertaìn adverbial 
e\pressions (e.g. Num. 11, 10 [Clines DCH IV, 481b] “at the 
entranee”, ef. La/ned pp. 256, 260, heading 8151). 

On the translations: LXX has with babjlóni unambiguously a 
dative (”for Babylon”). Only Vulgata has, to be sure, in Babjlone, 

“in Babylon”, thus King James Version “at Babylon”, and so 
probably also the New World Translation.—Letter Jenni-Jonsson, 
Oetober 1, 2003. (Emphasis added.) 

Thus, as Jeremiah 29:10 literally speaks of seventy years “for 
Babylon,” it is elear that they eannot refer to the period of the 
desolation of Jemsalem and its temple, or even to the period of the 
Jewish exile at Babylon. Rather, like Jeremiah 25:10—12, what is in 
view is the period of Babjlonian snpremaey. This is also the conclusion 
arrived at by seholars who have earefhlly examined the text. Some 
ty'pieal eomments are eited in the aeeompanying box. 

Jeremiah 25:10-12 and 29:10 eontain the propheey of the seventy 
years. The next two texts to be discussed, Daniel 9:2 and 2 
ehronieles 36:20-21, are just brìef referenees to Jeremiah’s propheey. 
Neither of them pretends to be a thorough discussion of the 
propheey nor gives a detailed applieation of the period. Every 
attempt to find an applieation of the seventy-year period, therefore, 
must proeeedfrotn thepropheey, not from the referenees to it. It is only 
the propheey that gives speeifie details on the seventy years, as 
follows, (1) that they refer to “these nations,” (2) that they were to 
be a period of semtnde for these nations, (3) that they refer to the 
period of Babylonian supremacy, and (4) that this period would be 
fiilfilled when the king of Babylon was punished. Such detailed 
information is missing in the latter referenees to the propheey by 
Daniel and Ezra. The discussion of these referenees, then, should 
always be done in the light of what the propheey actually is about. 
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The seventy years "for Babylon" 

"The sense of the Hebrew original might even be rendered 
thus: ‘After seventy years of (the rule of) Babylon are 
aeeomplished ete.’ The seventy years counted here evidently 
refer to Babylon and not to the Judeans or to their eaptivity. 
They mean seventy years of Babylonian rule, the end of which 
will see the redemption of the exiles"—Dr. Avigdor On, "The 
seventy years of Babylon," Vetns Testamentim, Vol. VI (1956), p. 

305. 

"It is appropriate to begin with the passages of Jeremiah and to 
observe, with On, that the referenees in Jer. 25:11-12 and 
29:10—whether original to the passages or not—are to a period 
of seventy years of Babylonian rule, and not to a period of 
seventy years of actual eaptivity"—Dr. Peter R. Aekroyd, "Two 
Old Testament historieal probíems of the early Persian period," 
Jonrnal ofNear Eastern Stndies, Vol. XVII (1958), p. 23. 

"Certainly it must be stressed that the seventy years refer 
primarily to the time of Babylonian world dominion and not to 
the time of the exile, as is often earelessly supposed. As an 
estimate of Babylon’s domination of the aneient Near East it 
was a remarkably accurate figure, for from the Battle of 
Carchemish (605) to the fall of Babylon to Cyrus (539) was 
sixty-six years"—Professor Norman K. Gottwald, All the 
Kingdoms of the Earth (New York, Evanston, London: Harper <& 
Row, Publishers, 1964), pp. 265, 266. 

"It has often been pointed out that the textually 
unobjectionable verse with its seventy years does not have in 
view the length of the exile , but rather the duration of the 
Babylonian dominion, which from its beginning until the 
Persian conquest of Babylon may be calculated to about seven 
deeades. "—Dr. Otto Plòger, Aus der Spdtgeit des Alten Testaments 
(Gòttingen: Vandenhoeek & Ruprecht, 1971), p. 68. (Translated 
from the German.) 

C: DANIEL 9:1-2 

The Babylonian dominion was definitely broken when the armies 
of Cyrus the Persian captured Babylon in the night between the 
12 th and 13 th Oetober, 539 B.C.E. (Julian ealendar). Previously in 
the same night Belshazzar, the son of king Nabonidus and his 
deputy on the throne, got to know that the days of Babylon were 
numbered. Daniel the prophet, in his interpretation of the 
miraculous writing on the wall, told him that “God has numbered 
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[the days or years of| your kingdom and has finished it.” In that 
very night Belshazzar was killed, and the kingdom was given to 
“Darius the Mede.” (Daniel 5:26-31, NÌF) Obviously, the seventy 
years allotted to Babylon ended that night. This sudden eollapse of 
the Babylonian empire ineited Daniel to turn his attention to 
Jeremiah’s propheey of the seventy years. He tells us: 

Daniel 9:1-2: 

In the first year of Darms the son of Ahasuerus of the seed of 
the Medes, who had been made king over the kingdom of the 
Chaldeans; in the first year of his reigning I myself, Daniel, 
diseerned by the books the number of the years eoneerning which 
the word of Jehovah had occurred to Jeremiah the prophet, for 
fulfilling the devastations of Jemsalem, [namely,] seventy years. — 
Daniel 9:1-2, MF. 

It is not unreasonable to think that the “books” consulted by 
Daniel may have been a eolleetion of serolls eontaining the 
propheeies of Jeremiah. But the sources for his inquiry may as well 
have been limited to the letters that Jeremiah had sent to the exiles 
in Babylon fifty-six years earlier (Jeremiah 29:1—32), the first of 
which dealt with the seventy years “for Babylon.” 28 No doubt, 
these letters, at least, were available to him. The eontent of Daniel 
9, in faet, and espeeially the prayer of Daniel reeorded in verses 4- 
19, is elosely related to the eontent of Jeremiah’s letters, as has 
been demonstrated in detail by Dr. Gerald H. Wilson. 29 

C-l: Did Daniel iinderstand the seventy-year propheey? 

When Daniel states that he “diseerned” (NW) in the writings of 
Jeremiah the propheey of the seventy years, does this mean that he 
“understood” (KJN, RV, ASV) the sense of this propheey and 
realized that the period had now ended? Or is he merely saying that 
he “notieed” (Moffatt) or “observed” (NASB) the seventy years 
mentioned by Jeremiah and “tried to understand” (NAB) them? 
The Hebrew verb used here, bín, may eontain all these various 
shades of meaning. However, if Daniel had any difficulties in 


28 The Hebrew word translated “books” at Dan. 9:2, s e parìm, the plural form of seper, 
was used of writings of various kinds, including legal documents and letters. Thus 
the word seper is also used of Jeremiah’s first “letter” to the exiles at Babylon 
reeorded in Jeremiah 29:1-23. Verses 24-32 of the same ehapter quotes from a 
seeond letter sent by Jeremiah to the Jewish exiles, probably later in the same 
year or early next year. 

29 Gerald H. Wilson, “The Prayer of Daniel 9: Refleetion on Jeremiah 29,” Journal for 
the Study of the Old Testament, Issue 48, Oetober 1990, pp. 91-99. 
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understanding the meaning of this seventy-year period, one would 
expect that the prayer he offered as a result of his reading would 
eontain a plea for understanding the predietion. But not onee in his 
lengthy prayer does Daniel mention the seventy years. Instead, the 
whole emphasis of his prayer is on the Jewish exiles and the 
eonditions set forth in Jeremiah’s letter for their return to 
Jemsalem. 30 

It seems logieal to conclude, therefore, that Daniel had no 
problems in understanding the seventy-year propheey. As a 
Hebrew-speaking Jew, he would have no diffìculties in 
understanding that the Hebrew text of Jeremiah 29:10 speaks of 
seventy years “for Babylon,” and that this was a referenee to the 
period of Babylonian supremacy. From the faet that this supremacy 
had just ended, Daniel could draw only one conclusion: The 
seventy years had ended! 

Of greater importanee for Daniel, however, was what the end of 
the seventy years could mean for his own people, the Jewish exiles 
at Babylon, and for the devastated eity of Jemsalem and its mined 
temple. And this was the subject that Daniel brought up in his 
prayer. 

C-2: The piirpose of Daniel’s prayer 

Aeeording to Jeremiah’s letter, Jehovah had promised that, “When 
seventy years have been eompleted for Babylon, I ivill visityou and 
fnlfill my good mrd to you, to bring you baek to this plaee.” —Jeremiah 
29:10, NASB. 

As the seventy years “for Babylon” were now eompleted and 
“the first year” of “Darius the Mede” was well in progress, why had 
Jehovah still not fidfilled his promise to bring the exiles in Babylon 
baek to Jemsalem (the “plaee” from which they had onee been 
deported, Jeremiah 29:1, 20), thus ending the desolate state of their 
eity? Would not the end of the seventy years “for Babylon” be 
folloìi'ed by the end of the exile and the desolation ofjenisalem? Why the delay? 
Judging from Daniel’s prayer this matter appears to have been his 
prime eoneern and the actual cause for his prayer. 

In his letter to the exiles Jeremiah also had explained that 
Jehovah’s fidfilling of his promise to restore them to Jemsalem 
after the end of the seventy years rested on eertain eonditions: 

If you invoke me and pray to me, I will listen to you: when you 
seek me, you shall find me; if you seareh with all your heart, I wdl 
let you find me, says the LORD. I wdl restore your fomrnes and 


30 Compare the discussion of Gerald H. Wilson, op. eit., pp. 94, 95. 
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gather you again from all the plaees to which I have banished you, 
says the LORD, and bring you baek to the plaee from which I 
have earried you into exile.—Jeremiah 29:12-14a, NEB. 

The eonditions to be folfilled before the exiles could be returned 
to Jemsalem, then, were that they had to return to Jehovah, by 
seeking him with prayer, eonfessing their sins, and starting to listen 
to his voiee. And this waspreeisely ivhat Daniel did: 

”And I proeeeded to set my faee to Jehovah the [tme] God, in 
order to seek p.iim] with prayer and entreaties, with fasting and 
saekeloth and ashes.”—Daniel 9:3, NW. 

From Daniel’s prayer, reeorded in the subsequent verses (4—19), 
it is elear that his main interest was in seeking forgiveness for his 
people in order that they might be returned to their homeland. He 
knew that the “devastations of Jemsalem” and the desolation of 
the land were the curse predieted “in the law of Moses” (Daniel 
9:13; eompare Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28), because of their 
violating Jehovah’s law. (Daniel 9:11) He knew that Jehovah would 
bring them baek to their land only when they returned to him and 
began to listen to his voiee. Awareness of this eondition, laid down 
in the law (Deuteronomy 30:1-6) and repeated and emphasized in 
the letter of Jeremiah, is refleeted in Daniel’s prayer. Obviously, his 
interest in Jeremiah’s propheey of the seventy years was motivated 
by the exciting diseovery that the end of the desolation of 
Jemsalem was elose at hand, as the seventy years “for Babylon” 
now had been eompleted. 

C-3: The relation of the seventy years to “the devastations 

of Jertisalem” 

Daniel, then, in his examination of Jeremiah’s letter, evidendy took 
a great interest in the faet that the end of the seventy years “for 
Babylon” was direetiy linked to the end of the desolation of 
Jemsalem. The end of the latter period presupposed and was 
dependent on the end of the former: 

Only when Babylon’s seventy years are eompleted will I visit 
you, and I will fulfill to you my promise and bring you baek to this 
plaee [Jemsalem] . —Jeremiah 29:10, NRSV. 

This was evidentiy the reason why Daniel, in his referenee to 
Jeremiah’s propheey, eonneeted the seventy years “for Babylon” 



The Seventy Years for Babylon 219 


with Jemsalem, speaking of them as “the number of years . . . for 
fulfilling the devastations of Jemsalem. ” (Daniel 9:2, NW) It was elear 
from Jeremiah’s letter that the eompletion of Babylon’s seventy 
years would entail the “fulfilling of the desolations of Jemsalem” 
(by the return of the exiles), and it is this consequence that Daniel lays 
the stress on in his statement. 31 

Read in isolation from the wider context, however, these words 
could easily be misinterpreted to mean that Daniel equated the 
seventy-year period with the period of Jemsalem’s desolation. 
Some Bible translators have understood the text that way. Thus 
Tanakh, a translation published by the Jewish Publication Soeiety in 
1985, speaks of “the number of years that . . . were to be the tem of 
Jemsalem’s desolation—seventy years . ” Similarly, The Neiv International 
Version (NIV) presents Daniel as saying that, “I understood from 
the Seripmres . . . that the desolation ofjemsalem nmdd last seventyyears.” 

Both of these translations, however, are freely paraphrasing the 
passage, which neither speaks of the “term” of Jemsalem’s 
desolation, nor that it would “last” seventy years. None of these 
words are found in the original text. They have been added in an 
attempt to interpret the text. There is no eompelling reason to aeeept 
this interpretation, not only because it is arrived at by a 
paraphrasing of the text, but also because it is in direet eonfliet 
with Jeremiah’s own propheey. 32 

It should be noted that Daniel himself does not equate the 
seventy years with the period of Jemsalem’s desolation. It is only 
the expiration of the seventy-year period—not the period as a whole 
— that he relates to the “fulfilling of the desolations of Jemsalem.” 
This focusing on the end of the period is totally absent in the two 
translations quoted above (Tanakh and NIV), as they both fail to 


31 Dr. C. F. Keil, one of the greatest Hebrew seholars of the 19th century, notieed in 
his grammatieal analysis how Daniel eonneeted and yet distinguished the two 
periods, concluding: “Consequently, in the first year of the reign of Darius the 
Mede over the kingdom of the ehaldeans the seventy years prophesied of by 
Jeremiah were now full, the period of the desolation of Jemsalem determined by 
God was almost expired?’ —C. F. Keil, Biblieal Oommentary on the Book of Daniel 
(Edinburgh: Clark, 1872), pp. 321, 322. 

32 A number of eritieal seholars, who regard the book of Daniel as a late eomposition 
from the end of the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175-164 B.C.E.), have argued 
that Jeremiah’s original propheey of the seventy years was repeatedly reinterpreted 
and reapplied by the later Bible writers Ezra, Zeehariah, and Daniel. There is no 
reason to discuss these theories here, espeeially as there is wide disagreement on 
them among these seholars. 
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translate the Hebrew word hnal’ot, 'fulfìlling, to fulfill”. Most 
translations (including The New World Translation) are more in 
eonformity with the original text in this respeet. 33 

What Daniel diseovered by reading Jeremiah’s letter, then, was 
not that Jemsalem’s desolation would last for seventy years (for this 
is nowhere stated in Jeremiah), but that the desolations of 
Jemsalem would not eease until the seventy years “for Babylon” 
had eeased. The focus of the “seventy years” was on Babylon, and 
her period of dominanee, rather than on Jemsalem. 

The end of Babylon’s dominanee would, of course, as a natnral 
consequence or byproduct, open up the prospeet for a Jewish return to 
Jemsalem. This is the simplest meaning of Daniel’s words in the 
light of what was actually written in Jeremiah’s letter. As the 
Babylonian supremacy suddenly had been replaeed by the Medo- 
Persian mle and the seventy years “for Babylon” and her 
international domination had thus been eompleted, Daniel 
understood—by the aid of Jeremiah’s letter—that the eompletion 
of the devastations of Jemsalem was now due. This was the reason 
for Daniel’s excitement and strong feelings, as expressed in his 
prayer. 

D: 2 CHRONICLES 36:20-23 

The two books of Chronicles reeord the history of Israel up to the 
end of the Jewish exile in Babylon. These books, therefore, must 
have been finished some time after that event. The last verses of 2 
Chronicles eonneet the fiilfillment of Jeremiah’s propheey of the 
seventy years with the Persian conquest of Babylon and the end of 
the Jewish eaptivity, as follows: 

2 ehronieles 36:20-23: 

20 Furthermore, he [Nebuchadnezzar] earried off those 
remaining from the sword eaptive to Babylon, and they eame to be 
servants to him and his sons until the royalty of Persia began to 
reign; 21 to fiilfill Jehovah’s word by the mouth of Jeremiah, until 
the land had paid off its Sabbaths. All the days of lying 
desolated it kept sabbath, to fiilfìll seventy years. 


33 A detailed grammatieal analysis o/ the Hebrew text of Dan. 9:2 has been reeeived 
from the linguist mentioned in note 27 above, which step by step elarifies the exact 
meaning of the verse. In conclusion, the following translation was offered, in elose 
aeeord with the original text: “In his [Darius’] first regnal year I, Daniel, 
aseertained, in the writings, that the number of years, which aeeording to the word 
of JHWH to Jeremiah the prophet would be eompletely fulfilled, with respeet to the 
desolate state of Jemsalem, were seventy years.” 
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22 And in the first year of Cyrus the king of Persia, that Jehovah’s 
word by the mouth of Jeremiah might be aeeomplished, Jehovah 
roused the spirit of Cyrus the king of Persia, so that he caused a 
ery to pass through all his kingdom, and also in writing, saying: 23 
“This is what Cyrus the king of Persia has said, ‘All the kingdoms 
of the earth J ehovah the God of the heavens has given me, and he 
himself has eommissioned me to build him a house in Jemsalem, 
which is in Judah. Whoever there is among YOU of all his people, 
Jehovah his God be with him. So let him go up.’ “(NÌV) 

It may be observed that the Chronicler repeatedly emphasizes 
the agreement between the propheeies of Jeremiah and its hdfillment 
in the events he reeords. Thus the statement in verse 20 is an 
applieation of Jeremiah 27:7: “And all the nations shall sem him, and 
his son, and his grandson, nntil the time of his oim land mnes”. This time 
of Babylon eame, the Chronicler explains, when “the royalty of 
Persia began to reign [i.e., in 539 B.C.E.], to fidfill Jehovah’s word 
by the mouth of Jeremiah, . .. to fidfill seventy years.” This, then, 
would also fidfill the predietion at Jeremiah 25:12, that the time of 
Babylon would eome “when seventy years have been fidfdled.” 
Thus the Chronicler seems elearly to be saying that the seventy 
years were fulfdled at the Persian conquest of Babylon. 

What eompdeates the matter in our text is the statement 
(itadeized in the quotation above) about the “sabbath rest” of the 
land, which is inserted in the middle of the referenee to Jeremiah’s 
propheey. This has caused a number of seholars to conclude that 
the Chronicler reinterpreted the propheey of Jeremiah by applying the 
seventy years to the period of the desolation of Judah. 34 

Such an understanding, however, would not only eonfliet with 
Jeremiah’s propheey; it would also eontradiet the Chronicler’s own 
emphasis on the agreement between the original propheey and its 
fidfidment. So what did the Chronicler mean by his insertion of the 
statement about the sabbath rest of the land? 

D-l: The sabbath rest of the land 

A cursory reading of verse 21 could give the impression that the 
Chronicler states that the land had enjoyed a sabbath rest of 
seventy years, and that this had been predieted by Jeremiah. But 

34 See, for example, Avigdor Orr in Vetus Testamentum, Vol. VI (1956), p. 306, and 
Miehael Fishbane in Biblieal Interpretation in Aneient Israel (Oxford: darendon 
Press, 1985) pp. 480-81. 
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Jeremiah does not speak of the seventy years in terms of allowing 
the land to pay off its sabbath years. In faet, there is no referenee at 
all to a sabbath rest for the land in his book. 

Therefore Ezra’s words, “until the land had paid off its 
sabbaths; all the days of lying desolated it kept sabbath,” could not 
be a fulfillment of “Jehovah’s word by the mouth of Jeremiah.” The 
two clauses about tbe sabbath rest are, as has been observed by 
Bible eommentators, a referenee to another predietion, found at 
Leviticus, ehapter 26. 

Among other things, this ehapter forewarns that, if the people 
did not obey the lan> of the sabbatiealyears (discussed in the preeeding 
ehapter, Leviticus 25), they would be seattered among the nations 
and their land would be desolated. 35 In this way the land would be 
allowed to “pay off its sabbaths”: 

At that time the land will pay off its sabbaths all the days of its lying 
desolated, while YOU are in the land of YOUR enemies. At that 
time the land will keep sabbath, as it must repay its sabbaths. All 
the days of its lying desolated it will keep sabbath, for the reason that it 
did not keep sabbath during YOUR sabbaths when YOU were 
dwelling upon it.—Leviticus 26:34—35, NW. 

Like Daniel earlier, the writer of the Chronicles understood the 
desolation of Judah to be a fulfillment of this curse predieted in the 
law of Moses. He therefore inserted this predietion from Leviticus 
26 to show that it was fulfilled after the final deportation to 
Babylon, exactiy as was predieted through Moses, “while you are in 
the land of your enemies.” 36 By inserting the two clauses from 
Leviticus 26, the Chronicler did not mean to say that the land 
enjoyed a sabbath rest of seventy years, as this was not predieted, 
either by Moses or by Jeremiah. He does not tell explicitly hon> long it 
rested, only that “all the days of lying desolated it kept sabbath.”—2 
Chronicles 36:20. 37 

As with Daniel, the main interest of the Chronicler was the 
return of the exiles, and therefore he points out that they had to 
remain in Babylonia until two propheeies had been fidfilled: (1) 


35 Aeeording to the law of the sabbatieal years the land would enjoy a sabbath rest 
every seventh year, i.e., the land should lie fallow and not be cultivated. (Leviticus 
25:1-7) This “served to reduce the quantity of alkalines, sodium and calcium, 
deposited in the soil by irrigation waters.”—Baruch A. Levine, The JPS 
Commentary: Leviticus (Philadelphia, New York, Jemsalem: The Jewish Publication 
Soeiety, 1989), p. 272. Violation of this ordinanee would gradually destroy the soil 
and drastieally reduce the erop yields. 

36 Some translators have put the Chronicler’s quotation from Leviticus 26 within 
dashes or in parentheses (as does the Swedish translation of 1917), in order to 
emphasize that they do not refer to Jeremiah. 

37 The actual length of the land’s sabbath rest was 49 years, from the final 
desolation and depopulation in 587 B.C.E. until the return of the exiles in 538. 
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that of Jeremiah on the seventy years of supremacy “for Babylon,” 
and (2) that in Leviticus on the desolation and sabbath rest for the 
land of Judah. These propheeies should not be mixed up or 
confused, as is often done. Not only do they refer to periods of 
different eharaeter and different lengths; they also refer to 
different nations. But as the two periods were elosely eonneeted in 
that the end of one period was eontingent on the end of the other, 
the Chronicler, like Daniel, brought them together. 

D-2: Jeremiah’s propheey on the retiim of the exiles 

Many eommentators hold that the Chronicler ended the seventy 
years in the first year of Cyrus (538/37 B.C.E.), because of what he 
says in the last two verses: 

And in the first year of Cyrus the ldng of Persia, that Jehovah’s 
word by the mouth of Jeremiah might be aeeomplished, Jehovah 
roused the spirit of Cyrus the king of Persia, so that he caused a 
ery to pass through all his kingdom, and also in writing, saying: 

”This is what Cyrus the ldng of Persia has said, ‘All the 
ldngdoms of the earth Jehovah the God of the heavens has given 
me, and he himself has eommissioned me to build him a house in 
Jemsalem, which is in Judah. Whoever there is among YOU of all 
his people, Jehovah his God be with him. So let him go up.’ “—2 
Chronicles 36:22-23, NW. 

If Jehovah’s word “by the mouth of Jeremiah” is here taken to 
be another referenee to the seventy years, it might prove that Ezra 
ended that period in 538/37 B.C.E. But in view of the faet that 
these verses actually deal with Cyrus’ deeree allowing the Jews 


Perhaps it is just a eoineidenee, but this was also the maximal period during 
which a Hebrew could be deprived of the proprietorship of his aneestral 
inheritanee, aeeording to the law of land tenure. If he beeame so poor that he had 
to sell his land, it could not be sold beyond reelaim. If it could not be bought baek, 
the purchaser had to return it to him at the next jubilee.—Leviticus 25:8-28. 

If the 49 years of sabbath rest eorresponded to the exact number of sabbatieal 
years that had been negleeted by the Israelites, the whole period of violation of the 
law would be 49 x 7 = 343 years. If this period extended to 587 B.C.E., its 
beginning would date from about 930 B.C.E. Interestingly, modern ehronologers 
who have carefully examined both the Biblieal and extra-Biblical evidenee, usually 
date the division of the kingdom to 930 B.C.E. or thereabouts. (F. X. Kugler, for 
example, has 930, E. R. Thiele and K. A. Kitehen 931/ 30, and W. H. Barnes 932 
B.C.E.) As this national disaster resulted in a massive break away from the temple 
cult in Jemsalem by a majority of the people, it is not unreasonable to think that 
an extensive negleet of the sabbatieal years also dates from this time. 
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to return to their homeland, it is more natural to understand his 
referenee to Jeremiah’s propheey as a referenee to what the 
prophet said immediately after his predietion of the seventy years 
“for Babylon” at Jeremiah 29:10: 

For thus says the LORD, ‘When seventy years have been 
eompleted for Babylon, I ivill visityou andfitlfdl my good ivord tojou, to 
bringjoH baek to thisplaee.’ — Jeremiah 29:10, NASB. 

Note that the prophet did not say that Jehovah first would visit 
the exiles, causing them to return to Jerusalem, and that as a result of 
that the seventy years would be aeeomplished. This is how the 
Watch Tower Soeiety applies this propheey. To the eontrary, the 
prophet elearly states that the seventy years would be aeeomplished 
first, and afiter their fulfillment Jehovah would visit the exiles and 
cause them to return to Jerasalem. The seventy years, then, n>ould be 
finlfiilled ìvhile the Jemsh exiles mre still in Babjlon! 

And so it happened: Babylon fell to Cyrus, the king of Persia, in 
Oetober, 539 B.C.E., thus fiilfilling the propheey of the seventy 
years “for Babylon.” The next year Cyrus issued his deeree, 
allowing the Jewish exiles to return to Jerasalem. 38 The end of the 
seventy years at the fall of Babylon, and the return of the Jews one 
year later are two separate events, and it is the last of these that 
Ezra is speaking of at 2 Chronicles 36:22—23. His referenee to the 
word “by the mouth of Jeremiah” in these verses, then, must be a 
referenee to the seeond half of verse 10 in ehapter 29 of the book 
of Jeremiah. 

Thus we find that 2 Chronicles 36:20-23, like Daniel 9:2, may be 
brought into harmony with the propheey of Jeremiah on the 
seventy years. The Chronicler ends the period while the Jewish 
exiles were still living in Babylonia, when “the royalty of Persia 
began to reign” in 539 B.C.E. He lays stress upon tbe faet that the 
Jewish exiles could not return to Jerasalem until Babjlon’s seventy 
years had been fiilfilled, and the land had paid off its sabbaths. 
After that Jehovah caused them to return to their homeland, in 
fidfillment of Jeremiah 29:10b, in the first year of Cyrus. The words 
of the Chronicler, eorreetly understood, eannot be taken to mean 
that the desolation of Judah after the destraetion of Jerasalem and 
its temple lasted for seventy years. 

38 As argued earlier (ehapter 3 above, note 2), the Jewish remnant most probably 
returned from the exile in 538 B.O.E., not in 537 as the Watch Tower Soeiety 
insists. 
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The last two texts to be discussed, Zeehariah 1:7-12 and 7:1-5, 
are sometimes thought to be two additional referenees to 
Jeremiah’s propheey about the seventy years, and the Watch Tower 
Soeiety holds them to be so. But the evidenee for this conclusion is 
totally laeking. 

None of the texts eontains any referenee to Jeremiah (as do 
Daniel 9:1-2 and 2 Chronicles 36:20-23), and the context of these 
texts strongly indieates that the seventy years mentioned there must 
be given a different applieation. This is also the conclusion of many 
eommentators. 39 This will also beeome apparent in the following 
discussion. 

E: ZEOHARIAH 1:7-12 

The first statement about a period of seventy years in the book of 
Zeehariah appears in a vision given to Zeehariah on “the twenty- 
fourth [day] of the eleventh month, that is, the month Shebat, in 
the seeond year of Darius.”—Zeehariah 1:7. 

Darius’ seeond regnal year eorresponded to 520/19 B.C.E., and 
the twenty-fourth day of the eleventh month may be translated to 
15 February 519 B.C.E. in the Julian ealendar. 40 Although the Jews 
had resumed the work on the temple in Jemsalem five months 
earlier (Haggai 1:1, 14—15), Jemsalem and the eities of Judah were 
s till in a sorry eondition. That is why the angel in Zeehariah’s vision 
brings up a question that undoubtedly troubled many of the 
repatriated Jews: 

Zeehariah 1:12: 

So the angel of Jehovah answered and said: “O Jehovah of 
armies, how long will you yourself not show merey to Jemsalem 
and to the eities of Judah, whom you have denounced these 
seventy years?” (NW) 


39 Dr. Otto Ploger, for example, notes that “the two texts in the book of Jeremiah are 
not referred to here”—O. Plòger, Aus der Spàtzeit des Alten Testaments (Gòttingen: 
Vandenhoeek 8s Ruprecht, 1971), p.69. 

40 R. A. Parker 8s W. H. Dubberstein, Babylonian Ohronology 626 B.C. — A.D. 75 
(Providenee, Rhode Island: Brown University Press, 1956), p. 30. This presupposes 
that the date is given aeeording to the Persian aeeession year system. If Zeehariah 
applies the Jewish nonaeeession year system, the date would have fallen about 
one year earlier, in Febmary, 520 B.C.E. (See E. J. Biekerman’s discussion of this 
problem in Revue Biblique, Vol. 88, 1981, pp. 19-28). The Watch Tower Soeiety 
aeeepts the secular dating of Darius’ reign, as may be seen, for example, on page 
124 of the book Paradise Restored to Mankind—By Theoeraey! (Brooklyn, N.Y.: 
Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 1972). 
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E-l: Denunciation for seventy years or ninety? 

Aeeording to the angel, Jehovah had denounced jemsalem and the 
eities of Judah for seventy years. The Watch Tower Soeiety applies 
these seventy years of denouncement (”indignation,” KJV, ASV; 
Vrath,” NEB) to the period 607-537 B.C.E., thus equating them 
with the seventy years of Jeremiah 25:10—12 and 29:10. 41 It seems 
evident, though, that the reason why the angel put this question 
about the denouncement was that Jehovah still, in Darius’ seeond 
year (519 B.C.E.), had not shown merey to the eities of Judah. Or 
did the angel mean to say that Jehovah had denounced Jemsalem 
and the eities of Judah for seventy years up to 537 B.C.E., and then 
continued to be hostile against them for about eighteen more years 
up to 519? This would make the period of hostility nearly ninety 
years, not seventy. 42 

But the “indignation” or “wrath” elearly refers to the devastated 
state of the eities of Judah, including Jemsalem and its temple, 
which began after the destmetion of Jemsalem in 587 B.C.E. This 
eondition was still prevailing, as may be seen from Jehovah’s 
answer to the angel’s question: 

Therefore this is what Jehovah has said, “I shall eertainly return 
to Jemsalem with mereies. My own house will be built in her,” is 
the utterance of Jehovah of armies, “and a measuring line itself will 
be stretehed out over Jemsalem.” 

Call out further, saying, “This is what Jehovah of armies has 
said: ‘My eities will yet overflow with goodness; and Jehovah will 
yet eertainly feel regrets over Zion and yet actually ehoose 
Jemsalem.’ “ —Zeehariah 1:16—17, NIK. 


41 Paradise Restored to Mankind—by Theoeraey!, pp. 131-134. 

42 The Watch Tower Soeiety attempts to explain this eontradietion by arguing that 
Jehovah had denounced the eities of Judah for 70 years up to 537 B.C.E., but 
allowed the Gentile nations to earry on the denunciation up to the time of 
Zeehariah, making it seem as if he was still denouncing the eities of Judah! — Ibid., 
pp. 131-34. 

Also from a grammatieal point of view it is difficult to uphold the idea that the 
seventy years here refer to a period that had ended many years in the past. The 
demonstrative pronoun “these” (Hebr. zeh) denotes something near in time or 
spaee. Commenting on the expression “these seventy years” at Zeeh. 1:12, the 
Swedish Hebraist Dr. Seth Erlandsson explains: “Literally it says ‘ these 70 years,’ 
also at 7:5, which is tantamount to ‘now for 70 years.’ “ (Letter Erlandsson- 
Jonsson, dated Dee. 23, 1990.) This is evidently the reason why Professor Hinekley 
G. Mitehell renders the phrase as “now seventy years” in both texts.—H. G. 
Mitehell in S. R. Driver, A. Plummer, & C. A. Briggs (eds.), The International Critical 
Oommentary. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Haggai, Zeehariah, Malaehi 
and Jonah (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1912), pp. 123-24, 199-200. 
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Counted from 587 B.C.E. the indignation had now, in 519, 
lasted for nearly seventy years, or sixty-eight years to be exact. And 
if counted from the beginning of the siege on January 27, 589 B.C.E. 
(2 Kings 25:1; Ezekiel 24:1-2; Jeremiah 52:4), the indignation had 
lasted for almost exactiy seventy years on Febmary 15, 519. But 
just two months earlier the work on the foundation of the temple 
had been finished. (Haggai 2:18) From that time onward Jehovah 
began to remove his indignation: “From this day I shall bestow 
blessing.” — Haggai 2:19, NW. 

It seems elear, therefore, that the seventy years mentioned in 
this text do not refer to the propheey of Jeremiah, but simply to 
the time that had elapsed by 519 B.C.E. sinee the siege and 
destmetion of Jemsalem and its temple in 589-587 B.C.E. 43 

That seventy years elapsed from the destmetion of the temple in 
587 B.C.E. to its rebuilding in the years 520-515 is also eonfirmed 
by the next text in the book of Zeehariah to be eonsidered. 

F: ZEOHARIAH 7:1-5 

Again, the event reeorded in this passage is exactiy dated, to “the 
fourth year of Darius . . . on the fourth [day] of the ninth month.” 
(Zeeh. 7: 1) This date eorresponds to Deeember 7, 518 B.C.E. 
(Julian ealendar). 44 

Zeehariah 7:1-5: 

Furthermore, it eame about that in the fourth year of Darius the 
king the word of Jehovah occurred to Zeehariah, on the fourth 
[day] of the ninth month, [that is,] in Chislev. And Bethel 
proeeeded to send Sharezer and Regem-meleeh and his men to 


43 This is also the conclusion of many modern eommentators. J.A. Thompson, for 
example, says: “In Zeeh. 1:12 it seems to denote the interval between the 
destmetion of the temple in 587 B .C. and its rebuilding in 520-515 B.C.” (The 
Book of Jeremiah. Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1980, p. 514.) 
Dr. Carroll Stuhlmueller observes that, “if we tabulate from the beginning of 
Babylon’s plans for the first siege of Jemsalem (590/589; 2 Kgs. 24:10) to the time 
of this vision (520), the seventy years show up in a remarkably accurate way!” — 
Stuhlmueller, Rebu.ild.ing with Hope. A Oommentary an the Books of Haggai and 
Zeehariah (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1988), p. 64. 

44 Parker & Dubberstein, ap. eit. (note 40 above), p. 30. 
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soften the faee of Jehovah, saying to the priests who belonged to 
the house of Jehovah of armies, and to the prophets, even saying: 
“Shall I weep in the fifth month, praetieing an abstinenee, the way 
I have done these O how many years?” And the word of Jehovah 
of armies continued to occur to me, saying: “Say to all the people 
of the land and to the priests, ‘When YOU fasted and there was a 
wailing in the fifth [month] and in the seventh [month] , and this for 
seventy jears [literally ‘these seventy years,’ as in 1:12], did you really 
fast to me, even me?’ “ (NW) 

F-l: Fasting and wailing—for seventy years or ninety? 

Why did “all the people of the land” fast and wail in the fifth 
month and in the seventh month? Speaking of the fast in the fifth 
month the Watch Tower Soeiety admits: 

It was observed evidently on the tenth day of that month (Ab), 
in order to eommemorate how on that day Nebuzaradan, the ehief 
of Nebuchadnezzar’s bodyguard, after two days of inspeetion, 
burned down the eity of Jemsalem and its temple. (Jer. 52:12, 13; 2 
Kings 25:8, 9) 45 

Fmther, the fast in the seventh month was “to eommemorate 
the assassination of Governor Gedaliah, who was of the royal 
house of King David and whom Nebuchadnezzar made governor 
of the land for the poor Jews who were allowed to remain after the 
destmetion ofjemsalem. (2 Kings 25:22-25; Jer. 40:13 to 41:10)” 46 
For how long had the Jews been fasting in these months in 
memory of the destmetion of Jemsalem and its temple and the 
assassination of Gedaliah? For “seventy years,” aeeording to 
Zeeharaiah 7:5. The year 518/17 was the seventieth year sinee 587 
B.C.E.! 47 

That the Jews still, in 518 B.C.E., held these fasts in the fifth and 
seventh months is elear from the faet that the men from Bethel 
had eome to ask if they, “now that the faithfiil remnant of Jews 
were rebuilding the temple of Jehovah at Jemsalem and were 


45 Paradise Restored to Mankind—by Theoeraey!, p. 235. 

46 Ibid.—Zeehariah 8:19 shows that days of fasting and mourning in memory of 
various fateful events during the siege and destmetion of Jemsalem were held in 
four different months: (1) in the tenth month (because of the beginning of the siege 
of Jemsalem in January, 589 B.O.E., 2 Kings 25:1-2); (2) in the fourth month 
(because of the capture of Jemsalem in July, 587 B.O.E., 2 Kings 25:2-4; Jer. 
52:67); (3) in the fifth month (because of the burning of the temple in August, 587 
B.O.E., 2 Kings 25:8-9); and (4) in the seventh month (because of the assassination 
of Gedaliah in Oetober, 587 B.C.E., 2 Kings 25:22-25). 

47 From the end of August 587 B.C.E., when the temple was burned down, to 
Deeember 518 it was sixty-nine years and about four months. From Oetober 587, 
when the remaining Jews fled to Egypt and left Judah desolated, to Deeember 518 
was sixty-nine years and about two months. 
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about half through, should . . . continue to hold such a fast.” 48 

If now the destmetion of Jemsaiem and its temple is dated in 
607 B.C.E. instead of 587, onee again this would make the time 
these fasts had been observed ninety years rather than seventy. This 
is actually eoneeded by the Watch Tower Soeiety in the book 
quoted above, but no satisfying explanation is given for this 
diserepaney. 49 

Thus Zeehariah 1:7-12 and 7:1-5 both give very strong support 
for the year 587 B.C.E. as the eorreet date for the destmetion of 
Jemsalem. As in the ease of Jeremiah 25:10—12; 29:10; Daniel 1:12 
and 2:1, the easiest and the most direet reading of Zeehariah 1:7-12 
and 7:1-7, too, is seen to be in open eonfliet with the interpretation 
the Watch Tower Soeiety gives to the seventy years. 

G: THE APPLICATION OF THE SEVENTY YEARS OF 

SERVITUDE 

From a elose examination of the texts dealing with the seventy 
years, eertain faets have been established that eannot be ignored in 
any attempt to find an applieation of the seventy-year period that is 
in harmony with both the Bible and historieal faets: 

(1) The seventy years refer to many nations, not Tudah only: 
Jeremiah 25:11. 

(2) The seventy years refer to a period of servitnde for these 
nations, that is, vassalage to Babylon: Jeremiah 25:11. 

(3) The seventy years refer to the period of Babylonian snpremaey, 
“seventy years for Babylon Jeremiah 29:10. 

(4) The seventy years were aeeomplished ivhen the Babylonian 
king and his nation mrepnnished, that is, in 539 B.C.E.: Jeremiah 
25:12. 

48 Paradise Restored to Mankind—by Theoeraey!, p. 235. 

49 “When the exiled Jews fasted during the seventy years of desolation of the land of 
Judah and also during all these years sinee the remnant of them returned to their 
homeland, were they really fasting to Jehovah?”—Paradise Restored to Mankind — 
by Theoeraey!, p. 237. (Emphasis added.) 
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(5) The seventy years of servitude began many years before the 
destmetion of Jemsalem: Jeremiah ehapters 27, 28, and 35; Daniel 
1:1—4; 2:1; 2 Kings 24:1-7; the Babylonian ehronieles, and 
Berossus. 

(6) Zeehariah 1:7—12 and 7:1-5 are not referenees to Jeremiah’spropheey, 

but refer to the period from the siege and destmetion of 
Jemsalem in the years 589-587 to the rebuilding of the temple in 
the years 520-515 B.C.E. 

The applieation given by the Watch Tower Soeiety to the 
seventy-year propheey, that it refers to Judah only, and to the 
period of eomplete desolation of the land, “without an inhabitant,” 
following the destmetion of Jemsalem and its temple, is seen to be 
in direet eonfliet with eaeh of the above established Biblieal and 
historieal faets. 

An applieation that is in elear eonfliet with both the Bible and 
such historieal faets eannot have anything to do with reality. In a 
serious discussion of possible applieations of the seventy years, this 
alternative is the first ivhieh must be rejeeted. It is held to by the Watch 
Tower Soeiety, not because it ean be supported by the Bible and 
historieal faets, but because it is a neeessary prerequisite for their 
ealeiilation of the supposed 2,520 years of Gentile times, 607 
B.C.E.-1914 C.E. 

If their applieation of the seventy years is dropped, the Gentile 
times ealeiilation leading to 1914 C.E. immediately proves false, 
together with all the prophetie elaims and speculations that are tied 
to it. 

G-l: The use of “seventy” as a “round” number 

The conclusion arrived at in the above discussion is that Judah 
and a number of the surrounding nations beeame vassals to the 
king of Babylon soon after the battle of Carchemish in 605 B.C.E. 
Does this mean that the seventy-year period “for Babylon” must be 
applied to the period 605-539 B.C.E.? To this suggestion it may 
quite naturally be objeeted that the length of this period is not 
seventy, but a little more than sixty-six years, which is, of course, 
tme. 

Many seholars argue, however, that the numeral “70” in the 
Bible often seems to be used as “a round number” It occurs fifty- 
two times independently in the Old Testament, and is used with a 
variety of different meanings—for weights, lengths of 
measurements, numbers of people, periods of time, and so forth. 50 
In a discussion of the biblieal use of the nmneral “70,” which also 
includes extra-biblical occurrences, Dr. F. C. Fensham concludes: 
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It is quite probably used as a kind of symbolie figure, just like 
seven. With the usage of seven and seventy the aneient Semites 
tried to make a differenee between a smaller symbolie figure and a 
larger one. 51 

When used of periods of time it might have been used as an 
appropriate period of punishment. In a building inseription of the 
Assyrian king Esarhaddon (680-667 B.C.E.), it is stated that the 
desolation of Babylon after its destmetion by Sennaeherib in 689 
B.C.E. should have lasted seventy years, but the god Marduk in his 
merey ehanged the period to eleven years. 52 A few deeades earlier 
Isaiah predieted that “Tyre must be forgotten seventy years, the 
same as the days of one king.” (Isaiah 23:15) The explanation that the 
seventy years should be understood as “the same as the days of one 
king” is often interpreted to mean a normal life-span of a king, or 
“the full span of human life,” in aeeordanee with Psalm 90:10, 
where the number seventy elearly is not meant to be viewed as a 
preeise figure. 

Thus it is quite possible and perhaps probable that the seventy 
years of servitude predieted by Jeremiah were used as a round 
number. Such an understanding could also be supported by the faet 
that not all the nations surrounding Judah (some of which are 
obviously enmnerated in Jeremiah 25:19-26) seem to have been 
made vassals to the king of Babylon at the same time, in 605 B.C.E. 
Some of them seem to have been brought into subjection 
somewhat later. The period of servitude, therefore, was not of 
exactly the same duration for all these nations. Yet the prophet said 
that aíl of them were to serve the king of Babylon “seventy years.” 

G-2: The seventy years ‘for Babylon”: 609-539 B.C.E. 

Although it is true that the servitude of a number of nations turned 
out to be somewhat less than seventy years, the propheey does not 


50 Some examples are: 70 years (Gen. 5:12; 11:26; Ps. 90:10); 70 days (Gen. 50:3); 70 
deseendants of Jaeob (Gen. 46; Ex. 1:5; Deut. 10:22); 70palm trees (Ex. 15:27); 70 
elders (Ex. 24:1; Num. 11:16; Ezek. 8:11); 70 submissive Oanaanite kings (Judg. 
1:7); 70 sons (Judg. 8:30; 12:14; 2 Kings 10:1). 

51 F. C. Fensham, “The Numeral Seventy in the Old Testament and the Family of 
Jembbaal, Ahab, Panammuwa and Athirat,” Palestine Exploration Quarterly July- 
Deeember 1977, pp. 113-115. Cf. also Erie Burrows, “The Number Seventy in 
Semitie” Orientalia, Vol. V, 1936, pp. 389-92. 

52 The inseription says: “Seventy years as the period of its desolation he wrote (down 
in the Book of Fate). But the merciful Marduk—his anger lasted but a moment— 
turned (the Book of Fate) upside down and ordered its restoration in the eleventh 
year.” — D. D. Luekenbill, Aneient Reeords of Assyria and Babylonia, Vol.II 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1927), p. 243. As pointed out by 
Luckenbill, “the Babylonian numeral 70,’ turned upside down or reversed, 
beeomes ‘11,’ just as our printed ‘9,’ turned upside down, beeomes ‘6.e “ (Ibid., p. 
242. Cf. also R. Borger in Journal of Near Eastem Studies, Vol. XVII, 1958, p.74.) 
In this way Esarhaddon “explained” his deeision to restore Babylon after the death 
of his father Sennaeherib in 681 B.C.E. 
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elearly imply that the seventy years “for Babylon” should be 
reekoned from 605 B.C.E. It must be remembered that all nations 
were predieted to beeome servants of Babylon: “all the nations must 
serve him and his son and his grandson.” 53 (Jeremiah 27:7, NW) 
Some nations had beeome subject to Babylon evenprìor to the battle 
of Carchemish in 605 B.C.E. If the seventy years “for Babylon” are 
counted from the time when Babylon emshed the Assyrian empire, 
thus beginning to step forward as the dominant politieal power 
itself, even a more exact applieation of the seventy years is possible. 
A short review of the last years of Assyria will make this elear. 

ASSYRO-BABYLONIAN CHRONOLOGY, 680-609 B.C.L. 


ASSYRIA _ B.C. BABYLONIA 


Esarhaddon (12 years) 

^ Esarhaddon (12+1 years) 
óoo 

668 

Assurbanipal (42 yrs) 

627 

667 

Shamashshumukin (20 yrs) 
648 

647 

Kandalanu (21 + 1 years) 

626 

Assur-etillu-ilani (4 yrs?) 626 

Sinsharishkun (11 yrs?) 612 

625 

Napopolassar (21 yrs) 

605 

Assur-uballit (2 yrs) 611-610 

Assyria emshed 609 


Up to 627 B.C.E. Assyria held hegemony over many countries, 
including Babylonia and the Hattu-area. But on the death of 
Ashurbanipal in that year, Assyria’s power began to wane. 
Nabopolassar, the governor of southern Babylonia, drove the 
Assyrians from Babylon in 626 and occupied the throne. In the 
following years he successfully established Babylonian 
independenee. 

The most important source for the history of the final years of 
the Assyrian empire is the Babylonian ehroniele B.M. 21901, which 
deseribes the events from the tenth year of Nabopolassar until the 
beginning of his eighteenth regnal year, that is, from 616 to 608 
B.C.E. 


53 Nebuchanezzar’s son and successor was Evil-Merodaeh. His grandson was 
evidently Belshazzar, the son of Nabonidus who, aeeording to R. P. Dougherty was 
married to Nitoeris, a daughter of Nebuchadnezzar.—R. P. Dougherty, Nabonidus 
and Belshazzar (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1929), pp. 30-32, 79. See also 
the eomments by D. J. Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar and Babylon (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1985), pp. 11-12. 
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In 616, Nabopolassar attaeked the Assyrians and defeated them, 
but an Egyptian army led by Psammetichus I eame up to assist the 
Assyrian king (Sin-shar-ishkun), and Nabopolassar ehose to 
withdraw to Babylon. 

By this time the Medes, too, began to attaek Assyria, and in 614 
they took Ashur, the aneient Assyrian eapital. After the eity had 
fallen, Nabopolassar, whose army arrived too late to help the 
Medes, made a treaty with the Median ruler, Cyaxares. 

In 612, the two allies attaeked the Assyrian eapital, Nineveh, 
captured it and destroyed it. The Assyrian king, Sin-shar-ishkun, 
perished in the flames. His successor, Ashur-uballit II, fled to the 
provineial eapital of Harran, where he established his government, 
s till elaiming sovereignty over Assyria. 

During the subsequent years Nabopolassar successfully 
eampaigned in Assyria, and by the end of 610, he marehed against 
Harran, joined by Median forees. 54 Ashur-uballit fled, and the eity 
was captured and plundered either late in 610 or early in 609 
B.C.E. 55 Late in the smnmer of 609 Ashur-uballit, supported by a 
large Egyptian foree headed by Pharaoh Neeho, made a last 
attempt to recapture Harran, but failed. This definitely put an end 
to the Assyrian empire. 

That 609 B.C.E. marked the definite end of the Assyrian empire 
is the prevailing view among leading authorities today. Some typieal 
statements are quoted in the following box: 


THE FALL OF ASSYRIA — 609 B.C.E. 

”In 610 the Babylonians and their allies took Harran, and 
Ashur-uballit with the wreckage of his forees fell baek aeross the 
Euphrates into the arms of the Egyptians. An attempt (in 609) to 
retake Harran failed miserably. Assyria was flnished.”— Professor 
John Bright, A History oflsrael, 3rd ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster 
Press, 1981), p. 316. ~ 

In 609 B.C.E. “Assyria eeased to exist and her territory was 
taken over by the Babylonians.”— Professor D. J. Wiseman in The 


54 The term used for the Medes in the ehroniele, “llmman-manda,” has often been 
taken to refer to, or at least include, the Seythian. This hypothesis appears to be 
untenable in the light of reeent researeh. See the extensive discussion by Stefan 
Zawadzki in The Fall of Assyría and Median-Babylonian Relations in Light of the 
Nabopolassar Chronicle (Poznan: Adam Mickiewicz University Press, 1988), pp. 64— 
98. 

55 Aeeording to the Babylonian ehroniele BM 21901 the two armies set out against 
Harran in Arahsamnu, the eighth month, which in 610 B.C.E. roughly 
eorresponded to November in the Julian ealendar. After the capture of the eity they 
returned home in Addaru, the twelfth month, which roughly eorresponded to 
Mareh in the following year, 609 B.C.E. Most probably, therefore, the eity was 
captured earíy in 609 B.C.E. — A.K. Grayson, Assyrían and Babylonian Chronicles 
(Locust Valley, N.Y.: JJ. Augustin Publisher, 1975), pp. 95-96. 
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Neiv Bible Dietionary, J. D. Douglas (ed.), 2nd ed. (Leieester, 
England: Inter-Varsity Press, 1982), p. 101. 

”In 609, the Babylonians fìnally routed the Assyrians and began 
the establishment of their eontrol over Phoenieia, Syria and 
Palestine.”—The Russian Assyriologist M. A. Dandamaev in History 
of Hnmanity, Vol. III, ed. by J. Herrman & E. Ziireher (Paris, 
London, New York: UNESCO, 1996), p. 117. 

”In 609 Assyria was mentioned for the last time as a still existing 
but marginal formation in northwestern Mesopotamia. After that 
year Assyria eeased to exist.”—Stefan Zawadzki in The Fall of 
Assyria (Poznan: Adam Mickiewicz University Press, 1988), p. 16. 


Thus, the seventy years “for Babylon” may also be reekoned 
from 609 B.C.E. From that year the Babylonian king regarded 
himself as the legitimate successor of the king of Assyria, and in the 
foliowing years he gradually took over the eontrol of the latter’s 
territories, beginning with a series of eampaigns in the Armenian 
mountains north of Assyria. 

The Eg} ì ptian Pharaoh, Neeho, after the failed attempt to 
recapture Harran in 609, succeeded in taking over the areas in the 
west, including Palestine, for about four years, although his eontrol 
of these areas seems to have been rather general and loose. 56 But 
the battle at Carchemish in 605 B.C.E. put an end to this brief 
Eg}'ptian presenee in the west. (Jeremiah 46:2) After a series of 
successful eampaigns to “Hattu,” Nebuchadnezzar made it elear to 
Neeho that he was the real heir to the Assyrian Empire, and “never 
again did the king of Egypt eome out from his land, for the king of 
Babylon had taken all that happened to belong to the king of Egypt 
up to the river of Euphrates.”—2 Kings 24:7, NWN 
If the Babylonian supremacy is reekoned from 609 B.C.E., the 
year that marked the definite end of the Assyrian Empire, exactly 
seventy years elapsed up to the fall of Babylon in 539 B ,C.E. This 
period may be counted as the “seventy years for Babylon.” 
(Jeremiah 29:10) 58 

As not all the nations previously ruled by Assyria were brought 
under the Babylonian yoke in that same year, the “seventy years” of 
servitude in reality eame to mean a round number for individual 
nations . 59 


56 Oompare 2 Kings 23:29-34; 2 Ohronieles 35:20-36:4. On Neeho’s “general, but 
loose” eontrol of the areas in the west, see the eomments by T. G. H. James in The 
Cambridge Aneient History, Vol. III:2 (see note 23 above), p. 716. 

57 Ross E. Winkle, too, concludes that “the defeat of Assyria is the obvious ehoiee for 
the actual beginning of the seventy years. This is because of the faet that with 
Assyria out of the way, Babylon was truly the dominant power in the North.”—R. 
E. Winkle, 
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”Jeremiah’s seventy years for Babylon: a re-assessment,” Andrews University 
Seminary Studies (AUSS),Vol.25:3 (1987), p. 296. Winkle’s discussion of the texts 
dealing with the seventy years (in AUSS 25:2, pp. 201-213, and 25:3, pp. 289-299) 
is remarkably similar to that published already in the first edition of the present 
work in 1983. Winkle does not refer to it, however, and it is quite possible that it 
was not known to him. 

58 Several historians and biblieal seholars have been amazed at the exactness with 
which Jeremiah’s predietion was fulfilled. Some seholars have tried to explain this 
by suggesting that the passages in Jer. 25:11 and 29:10 were added to the book of 
Jeremiah after the Jewish exile. There is no evidenee in support of this theory, 
however. Professor John Bright, for example, eommenting on Jer. 29:10, says: 
“One eannot explain rationally why it was that Jeremiah was assured that 
Babylon’s rule would be so relatively brief. But there is no reason to regard the 
verse as a vaticinium ex eventu [a ‘propheey’ made after the event]; we ean only 
reeord the faet that the predietion turned out to be approximately eorreet (which 
may be why later writers made so much of it). From the fall of Nineveh (612) to the 
fall of Babylon (539) was seventy-three years; from Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession 
(605) to the fall of Babylon was sixty-six years.” —John Bright, The Anehor Bible: 
Jeremiah (Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Company, ine., 2nd. ed. 1986), 
pp. 208-09. 

59 Interestingly, the Watch Tower writers, too, seem finally to have realized this. 
Commenting on the 70 years that Tyre would be forgotten aeeording to Isaiah 
23:15-17—a period they equate with the 70 years for Babylon—their reeent 
eommentary on Isaiah says: “True, the island-eity of Tyre is not subject to Babylon 
for a full 70 years, sinee the Babylonian Empire falls in 539 B.C.E. Evidently, the 
70 years represent the period of Babylonia’s greatest domination . . . Different 
nations eome under that domination at different times. But at the end of 70 years, 
that domination will emmble.” (Isaiah’s Propheey. Light for All Mankind, Vol 1, 
2000, p. 253) These remarkable statements are more or less a reversal of earlier 
views. 
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THE “SEVEN TIMES” OF DANIEL 4 


I N THE PREVIOLJS ehapter it was shown that the propheey of 
the seventy years may be given an applieation that is in full 
agreement with a dating of the desolation of Jemsaiem in 587 
B.C.E. Would this mean , then , that a period of 2,520 years of 
Gentile times started in 587 B.C.E. and ended—not in 1914—but 
in 1934 C.E.? Or could it be that the 2,520-year calculation is not 
founded on a sound biblieal basis after all? If not, what meaning 
should be attaehed to the outbreak of war in 1914—a year that had 
been pointed forward to deeades in advanee? 

These are the questions discussed in this ehapter. We will first 
take a look at the attempts made to end the Gentile times in 1934. 

A. THE 1934 PROPHECY 

Ending the times of the Gentiles in 1934 would not be a new idea. 
As far baek as 1886 the British expositor Dr. Henry Grattan 
Guinness pointed to 1934 in his book Light for the Last Days. 1 Dr. 
Guinness made use of three different ealendars in his calculations 
and thus succeeded in giving the Gentile times three time periods 
of different lengths: 2,520, 2,484, and 2,445 years respeetively. In 
addition, he also used several starting-points, the first in 747 and 
the last in 587 B.C.E. 2 This provided a series of terminal dates, 
extending from 1774 CE. to 1934 CE., all of which were regarded 
as important dates in God’s prophetie timetable. 

With the 1934 date, however, the Gentile times would definitely 
end, reekoned aeeording to Dr. Gmnness’ longest seale and from 
his last starting-point. The four most important dates in his seheme 
were 1915, 1917, 1923 and 1934. 

1. H. Grattan Guinness, Light for the Last Days (London, 1886). 

2. The others were 741, 738, 727, 713, 676, 650-647, and 598. 
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Dr. Guinness had predieted that the year 1917 would be perhaps 
the most important year in the termination of the trampling of 
Jemsalem. When the British general Edmund Allenby on 
Deeember 9 that year captured Jemsalem and freed Palestine from 
the Turkish domination, this was seen by many as a eonfirmation 
of his ehronology. Quite a number of people interested in the 
propheeies began to look forward to 1934 with great expectations. 3 4 
Among these were also some of the followers of Pastor Charles 
Taze Russell. 

A-l: Pastor Riissell’s ehronology emended 

At the climax of the organizational erisis in the Watch Tower 
Soeiety following the death of Russell in 1916, many Bible students 
left the parent movement and formed the Assoeiated Bible Stndents, in 
1918 ehartered as The Pastoral Bible Institute. A 

In the same year Paul S. L. Johnson broke away from this group 
and formed The Taymen’s Home Missionary Movement, today one of 
the strongest groups to grow out of the Bible Srndent movement 
aside from the parent organization. 

Early in the 1920s the Pastoral Bible Institute ehanged RusselTs 
applieation of the Gentile times, which caused an interesting debate 
between that movement, the Laymen’s Home Missionary 
Movement, and the Watch Tower Soeiety. 

An artiele entitied “Watchman, What of the Night?” published in 
the Pastoral Bible Institute’s periodieal The Herald of Christ’s 
Kingdom, April 15, 1921, marked a signifieant break with Pastor 
Russell’s ehronologieal system. Mainly responsible for this 
reevaluation was R. E. Streeter, one of the five editors of the 
Herald. His views, aeeepted by the other editors, refleeted a 
growing eoneern on the part of many Bible Students (as evideneed 
from letters reeeived from nearly every part of the earth) who had 
experienced deep perplexity “as to the seeming failure of much that 
was hoped for and expected would be realized by the Lord’s people 
by this time.” 5 Some of the questions which had arisen were: 

3 Most of these expositors seemed to be unaware of the faet that Guinness himself 
baek in 1909, in his book On the Roek, had revised his ehronology and “had 
calculated that the end would occur in 1945 instead of 1934.”—Dwight Wilson, 
Armageddon Now! (Tyler, Texas: Institute for ehristian Eeonomies, 1991), pp. 90- 
91. 

4 The Pastoral Bible Institute (P.B.I.) was headed by former board members of the 
Watch Tower Soeiety who were illegally dismissed by J. F. Rutherford in 1917 
together with other prominent members. 

5. The Herald of Ohrist’s Kingdom, April 15, 1921, p. 115. 
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Why has not the Church realrzed her fìnal deliveranee and 
reward by this time? . . . Why is not the time of trouble over with 
by now — why has not the old order of things passed away, and 
why has not the Kingdom been established in power before this? 

Is it not possible that there may be an error in the ehronology? 6 

Calling attention to the faet that Pastor Russell’s predietions for 
1914 had not been fulfilled, it was concluded that there was 
evidently an error in the former reekoning. This error was 
explained to be found in the calculation of the times of the 
Gentiles: 

Careful investigation has resiilted in our loeating the point of 
difficulty or diserepaney in what we have eonsidered our great 
ehain of ehronology. It is found to be in eonneetion with the 
eommeneement of the ‘Times of the Gentiles’. 7 

First, it was argued, the seventy years, formerly referred to as a 
period of desolation, more properly should be ealled “the seventy 
years of servitude.” (Jeremiah 25:11) Then, referring to Daniel 2:1, 
37-38, it was pointed out that Nebuchadnezzar was the “head of 
gold” already in his seeond regnal year, and actually dominated the 
other nations including Judah, beginning from his very first year, 
aeeording to Daniel 1:1. Consequently, the era of seventy years 
eommeneed eighteen to nineteen years before the destmetion of 
Jemsalem. This destmetion, therefore, had to be moved forward 
about nineteen years, from 606 to 587 B.C.E. 

But the 606 B.C.E. date could still be retained as a starting-point 
for the times of the Gentiles, as it was held that the lease of pomr to 
the Gentiles started with Nebuchadnezzar’s rise to world 
dominion. Thus 1914 marked the end of the lease of pomr, but not 
neeessarily the full end of the exercise of pomr, nor the eomplete fall 
of the Gentile governments, even as the kingdom of Judah did not 
fall and was not overthrown in the final and absolute sense until 
Zedekiah, a vassal king under Nebuchadnezzar, was taken eaptive 
nineteen years after the period of servimde began. The Herald 
editors concluded: 

Aeeordingly it was 587 B.C. when Zedekiah was taken eaptive, 
and not 606 B.C., and henee while the 2520 years’ lease of 
Gentile power starting in Nebuchadnezzar’s first year, 606 B.C., 
would run out in 1914; yet the full end of the Gentile Times and 


6 Ibid., pp. 115, 116. 

7 Ibid., p. 118. 
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the eomplete fall of Gentile governments is not indieated as taking 
plaee till nineteen years later, or in about 1934. 8 

So what could be expected to take plaee in 1934? The Herald of 
ehrist’s Kingdom indieated: 

The reasonable deduction is that the great ehanges and events 
which we have heretofore expected to take plaee in 1914 would, in 
view of the foregoing, be logieally expected to be in evidenee 
somewhere around 1934. 9 10 

Other artieles followed in the issues of May 15 and June 1 of 
the Herald, giving additional evidenee for the neeessity of these 
ehanges and answering questions from the readers. The ehanges 
evoked much interest among the Bible Students: 

Many have freely written us that they have heartily aeeepted the 
conclusions reaehed. . . . 

It has been of speeial interest to us to reeeive adviee from 
brethren in several different quarters teiling of how for some 
months or years before reeeiving our reeent treatment of the 
subject, they had been led to make an exhaustive examination of 
the ehronology and had arrived at exactly the same conclusions as 
those presented in the HERALD with regard to the 19 years 
differenee in the starting of the Gentile Times , and found that all 
the evidenees showed that Nebuchadnezzar’s universal kingdom 
began in his first year instead of his nineteenth. 1 " 

A-2: The Bible Stiident eontroversy on the Gentile times 

ehronology 

However, most Bible Student groups rejeeted the conclusions of 
the Pastoral Bible Institute. The first counterattack eame from P. S. 
L. Johnson, the founder of the Laymen’s Home Missionary 
Movement and editor of its periodieal The Present Tnith. 

8 Ibid., p. 120. 

9 Ibid. 

10 The Herald of Ohrist’s Kingdom, June 1, 1921, p. 163. Interestingly, the November 
1, 1921 issue of the Herald published an artiele prepared by another Bible Student 
in 1915, in which he presented evidenee and conclusions praetieally identieal to 
those of R. E. Streeter, although he dated the destmetion of Jemsalem in 588 
instead of 587 B.C.E. The 588 date was adopted by P.B.I. in subsequent issues of 
the Herald. As this man had no eonneetion with P.B.I., he preferred to be 
anonymous, signing the artiele with the initials J.A.D. The Beraean Bible Institute, 
a Bible Student group with headquarters in Melbourne, Australia, also aeeepted 
the conclusions of the P.B.I. editors, as seen from their People’s Paper of July 1 
and September 1, 1921, pp. 52, 68. 
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Periodieals published by the three prineipal Bible Student groups 
involved in the eontroversy in the early 1920’s about the 
applieation of the Gentile times. 
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In the issue of June 1, 1921, he published a eritieal artiele entitied 
“‘Watchman, What of the NightP’ —Examined” (pages 87-93), in 
which he defended Pastor Russell’s understanding of Daniel 1:1 
and 2:1 and the seventy years of desolation, also adding some 
arguments of his own. This was followed by other artieles in the 
issues ofJuly 1 and September l. 11 

In 1922, the Watch Tower Soeiety, too, plunged into the debate. 
Evidently the ehronologieal ehanges in the Herald rapidly eame to 
the knowledge of many Bible Students from different quarters, and 
seem to have caused no little agitation among the readers of The 
Watch Tomr magazine, too. This was openly admitted in the first 
artiele on the subject, “The Gentile Times,” published in the May 
1, 1922, issue of The Watch Tomr: 

About a year ago there began some agitation eoneerning 
ehronology, the crux of the argument being that Brother Russell 
was wrong eoneerning ehronology and particularly in error with 
referenee to the Gentile times. . . . 

Agitation eoneerning the error in ehronology has continued to 
inerease throughout the year, and some have turned into positive 
opposition to that which has been written. This has resulted in 
some of the Lord’s dear sheep beeoming disturbed in mind and 
causing them to inquire, Why does not THE WATCH TOWER 
say something? 12 

Consequently, beginning with this artiele, the Watch Tower 
Soeiety started a series in defense of Pastor Russell’s ehronology. 
The seeond artiele, entitled “Chronology,” published in The Watch 
Toìi'er of May 15, 1922, opened with a reaffirmation of belief in 
Russell’s dates, and added the date 1925: 

We have no doubt whatever in regard to the ehronology relating 
to the dates of 1874, 1914, 1918, and 1925. Some elaim to have 
found new light in eonneetion with the period of “seventy years of 
desolation” and Israel’s eaptivity in Babylon, and are zealously 
seeking to make others believe that Brother Russell was in error. 


11 ‘“Aneient Israel’s Jubilee Year’ Examined” in the July 1, 1921 issue Of The Present 
Tmth, pp. 100-104, and “Further P.B.I. Ohronology Examined” in the September 1 
issue, pp. 134-136. 

12 The Watch Tower, May 1, 1922, pp. 131-132. Other artieles published during 1922 
were “Ohronology” (May 15, pp. 147-150), “Seventy Years’ Desolation (Part I)” 
(June 1, pp. 163-168), “Seventy Years’Desolation (Part II)” (June 15, pp. 183-187), 
“The Strong Cable Of ehronology” (July 15, pp. 217-219), “Interesting Letters: 
Mistakes of Ptolemy, the Pagan Historian” (August 15, pp. 253-254; this was 
written by Morton Edgar), and “Divinely-given Chronological Parallelisms (Part I)” 
(November 15, pp. 355-360). 
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The arguments put forth in this and subsequent artieles were much 
the same as those earlier published by Paul S. L. Johnson. Johnson, 
who involuntarily had to side with the Watch Tower Soeiety in this 
“battie,” supported The Watch Tomr with a series of new artieles in 
the Present Tmth, mnning parallel with the artieles in The Watch 
TomrP 

These responses were not long left unanswered. The Herald of 
June 15, 1922, eontained the artiele “The Validity of Our 
Chronological Deductions,” which was a refutation of the 
arguments put forth in support of Pastor Russell’s interpretation of 
Daniel 1:1 and 2:1. In the July 1 issue, a seeond artiele “Another 
Chronological Testimony” eonsidered the evidenee from Zeehariah 
7:5, and the July 15 issue eontained a third on the desolation 
period, again signed byJ.A.D. (See note 10.) 

Gradually the debate subsided. The Pastoral Bible Institute 
editors summarized their arguments and published them in a 
speeial double number of the Herald, August 1-15, 1925, and, 
again, in the May 15, 1926 issue. Then they waited to see what the 
1934 date would bring. 

As 1934 approaehed the Institute’s editors assumed a very 
cautious attitude: 

If the nineteen years was intended to indieate the exact length 
of time of the mnning out of the Gentile Times from 1915 
onward, then that would earry us to approximately 1933-1934; but 
we do not knoiv that this was so intended, nor do we have positive 
evidenee as to the exact length of the elosing out of the Gentile 
Times beyond 1915. 14 

This cautiousness proved to be wise, and when the 1934 date 
had passed, they could assert: 

Brethren who have pemsed carefully the pages of this journal, 
are well aware that much cautiousness and eonservatism have been 
urged upon all in the direetion of setting dates and fixing the time 
for various occurrences and events; and this continues to be the 
editorial poliey of the ‘Herald’. 15 

As to the question of why 1934 did not see the passing away of 
the Gentile nations, it was explained that 1934 should be looked 

13 The Present Tmth, June 1, 1922: “Some Reeent P.B.I. Teaehings Examined” (pp. 
84-87); July 1: “Some Reeent P.B.I. Teaehings Examined” (pp. 102-108); August 1: 
“Further P.B.I. Ohronology Examined” (pp. 117-122); November 1: “Some Mistakes 
in Ptolemy’s Canon” (pp. 166-168). 

14 The Herald of Ohrist’s Kingdom, May I, 1930, p. 137. 

15 The Herald of ehrist’s Kingdom, May, 1935, p. 68. 
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upon as an approxmate date, and that “we believe the progress of 
events and all the faets as we see them unfolding before us in this 
day of the Lord, lead us to look for the mnning out of the present 
order more by degrees or stages rather than that of the sudden 
erash and passing away of everything at one point of time, as the 
Apostie Paul suggests — ‘As travail upon a woman’.” 16 The 
worsening situation in the world leading to The Seeond World War 
seemed to give support to this way of looking at the matter. 17 

The years 1914 and 1934 have eome and gone, and the Gentile 
nations still rule the earth. In faet, the number of independent 
nations has tripled sinee 1914, from 66 in that year to about 200 at 
present. Thus, instead of ending in 1914, the times for the majority 
of nations on earth today have begun after that year! 

Some proper questions to ask now surely are: Is the 2,520-year 
period really a well-founded biblieal calculation? Was Jesus’ 
mention of the “Gentile times” at Luke 21:24 a referenee to 
Nebuchadnezzar’s “seven times” of madness? And should these 
“seven times” be eonverted into 2,520 years? 

B. ARE THE GENTILE TIMES “SEVEN TIMES” OF 2,520 

YEARS? 

When Jesus, at Luke 21:24, referred to the “times of the Gentiles,” 
or, aeeording to the Nen< World Translation, “the appointed times of 
the nations,” did he then have in mind the “seven times” of 
madness that fell upon the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar in 
fulfillment of his dream about the chopped-down tree, as reeorded 
in the book of Daniel, ehapter four? And were these “seven times” 
of madness meant to have a greater fidfillment beyond that upon 
Nebuchadnezzar, representing a period of 2,520 years of Gentile 
dominion? 

In spite of the faneifiil arguments put forth in support of these 
conjectures, positive proof is missing, and serious objeetions may 
be raised against them. A eritieal examination of the Watch Tower 
Soeiety’s ehief arguments, as presented in its Bible dietionary lnsight 
on the Scriptures, will make this abundantiy elear. 18 

16 Ibid., p. 69. 

17 The year 1934 was still held to be an important date, occupying “a prominent plaee 
in ehronologieal propheey.” In support of this conclusion, the P.B.I. editors referred 
to a statement by Edwin C. Hill, a press reporter of international reputation, to the 
effeet that “the year 1934 had been a most remarkable one. There had been many 
important occurrences and developments, he said, affeeting the destinies of all the 
nations of the earth and marking the year as one of the most signifieant of 
history.”—The Herald of Ohrist’s Kingdom, May, 1935, pp. 71-72. (Emphasis 
added) 

18 See the artiele “Appointed times of the nations,” in Insight on the Scriptures, Vol. 1 
(Brooklyn, New York: Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 1988), pp. 132-135. 
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B-l: The siipposed. eonneetion between Liike 21:24 and 

Daniel 4 

It is tme that in his last great propheey (Matthew 24-25; Luke 
21, and Mark 13), Jesus “at least twice” referred to the book of 
Daniel. 19 

Thus, when mentioning the “disgusting thing that causes 
desolation” (NW) he direetly states that this was “spoken of 
through Daniel the prophet.” (Matthew 24:15; Daniel 9:27; 11:31, 
and 12:11) And when speaking of the “great tribiilation [Greek 
thlipsis] such as has not occurred sinee the world’s beginning until 
now” (Matthew 24:21, NW), he elearly quotes from Daniel 12:1: 
“And there will eertainly occur a time of distress [the early Greek 
translations—the Septuagint version and Theodotion’s version—use 
the word thlipsis, in the same way as in Matthew 24:21] such as has 
not been made to occur sinee there eame to be a nation until that 
time.” (NW) 

However, no such elear referenee to ehapter four of Daniel may be found 
at Luke 21:24. The word “times” (Greek kairoí, the plural form of 
kairós) in this text is no elear referenee to the “seven times” of 
Daniel 4 as the Watch Tower Soeiety maintains. 20 

This eommon word occurs many times in both its singiilar and 
plural forms in the Greek Scriptures, and about 300 times in the 
Greek Septuagint translation of the Hebrew Scriptures. In Daniel 4 
and Luke 21 the word “times” is explicidy applied to two quite 
different periods—the “seven times” to the period of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s madness, and the “times of the Gentiles” to the 
period of the trampling down of Jerusalem—and the two periods 
may be equalized only by giving them a greater applieation beyond 
that given in the texts themselves. Therefore, the supposed 
eonneetion between the “times of the Gentiles” at Luke 21:24 and 
the “seven times” at Daniel 4:16, 23, 25, and 32 appears to be no 
more than a conjecture. 

B-2: The greater applieation of the “seven times” 

Several arguments are proposed by the Watch Tower Soeiety to 
support the conclusion that Nebuchadnezzar’s “seven times” of 
madness prefìgured the period of Gentile dominion up to the 
establishment of Christ’s Kingdom, viz., a) the prominent element of 
time in the book of Daniel; b) the time at which the vision of the 
chopped-down tree was given; e) the person to whom it was given, 

19 Ibid., p. 133. 

20 Ibid. 
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and d) the theme of the vision. Let us have a eloser look at these 
arguments. 

a) The element of time in the book of Daniel 

To prove that the “seven times” of Daniel 4 are related to the 
“times of the Gentiles,” the Watch Tower Soeiety argues that “an 
examination of the entire book of Daniel reveals that the element 
of time is everywhere prominent in the visions and propheeies it 
presents,” and that “the book repeatedly points toward the 
conclusion that forms the theme of its propheeies: the 
establishment of a universal and eternal Kingdom of God exercised 
through the mlership of the ‘son of man’.” 21 

Although this is true of some of the visions in the book of 
Daniel, it is not tme of all of them. And as far as ean be seen, no 
other vision or propheey therein has more than one fiilfillment. 22 
There is nothing to indieate, either in the book of Daniel or 
elsewhere in the Bible, that Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of the 
chopped-down tree in Daniel 4 has more than one fnl fil lment. 
Daniel elearly says that the propheey was hdfilled upon 
Nebuchadnezzar: “All this befell Nebuchadnezzar the king” 
(Daniel 4:28, NW). And further, in verse 33: “At that moment the 
word itself was fiilfilled upon Nebuchadnezzar.” (NW) Dr. Edward 
J. Young eomments: 

lit ., ivas ended, i.e., it eame to an end in that it was eompleted or 
fiilfilled ivith respeet to Neb.” 2 ’ 


21 Ibid.., pp. 133-34. 

22 When Jesus, in his propheey on the desolation of Jemsalem, twice referred to the 
propheeies of Daniel (Matthew 24:15, 21), he did not give these propheeies a 
seeond and “greater” fulfillment. His first referenee was to the “disgusting thing 
that is causing desolation,” a phrase found in Daniel 9:27; 11:31, and 12:11. The 
original text is that of Daniel 9:27, which contextually (verse 26) seems to point 
forward to the erisis culminating with the desolation of Jemsalem in 70 C.E. The 
same holds tme of his referenee to the “great tribulation” of Daniel 12:1. Jesus 
applied, not reapplied, both of these propheeies to the tribulation on the Jewish 
nation in 67-70 C.E. Phrases and expressions used by earlier prophets are often 
also used, or alluded to, by later prophets, not because they gave a seeond and 
greater applieation to an earlier, fulfilled propheey, but because they readily 
reused the “prophetie language” of earlier prophets, using similar phrases, 
expressions, ideas, symbols, metaphors, ete. in their propheeies of events to eome. 
Thus, for example, it has often been pointed out that the apostle Paul, in his 
deseription of the eoming “man of lawlessness” (2 Thessalonians 2:35), borrows 
some of the expressions used by Daniel in his propheeies about the aetivities of 
Antiochus IV Epiphanes (ef. Daniel 8:10-11; 11:36-37). 

23 Edward J. Young, The Propheey of Daniel (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publ. 
Co., 1949), p. 110. 
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ActuaUy, most of the ehapters in the book of Daniel do not 
eontain material that could be said to point forward toward “the 
establishment of a universal eternal kingdom of God through the 
mlership of the ‘son of man’ ehapter 1 deals with Daniel and his 
eompanions at the court of Babylon; ehapter 3 tells the story about 
the three Hebrews in the fiery furnace; ehapter 5 deals with 
Belshazzar’s feast, which ended with the fall of Babylon; ehapter 6 
tells the story of Daniel in the den of lions, and ehapter 8 eontains 
the vision of the ram and the he-goat, which culminates with the 
end of the tyrannieal rule of Antiochus IV, in the seeond century 
before Christ’s eoming. 24 

And although the propheey of the “seventy weeks” in ehapter 9 
points forward to the eoming of Messiah, it does not say anything 
about the establishment of his kingdom. Not even the lengthy 
propheey in the final ehapters, Daniel 10—12, which end with the 
“great tribulation” and the resurrection of “many of those asleep in 
the ground” (Daniel 12:1—3), explicitly eonneets this with the 
establishment of the kingdom of Christ. 

The faet is that the only elear and direet referenees to the 
establishment of the kingdom of God are found in ehapters 2 and 
7 (Daniel 2:44-45 and 7:13-14, 18, 22, 27). 25 

Thus any preeedent which would eall upon us to give a greater 
applieation to Nebuchadnezzar’s “seven times” of madness simply 
does not exist. 

b) The time of the vision 

If, as elaimed, the time at which this vision was given should 
indieate a greater fidfillment, pointing to a 2,520-year break in the 
royal dynasty of David, it should have been given elose to, or 


24 This is how the vision is understood by most eommentators. The statements at 
Daniel 8:17 and 19 that “the vision pertains to the time of the end” should not 
automatically be understood as a referenee to a final, esehatologieal “End of Time” 
In the Old Testament words and phrases such as “the day of the Lord,” the “end” 
(Hebrew qetz) and the “time of the end” (eompare Amos 5:18-20, Ezekiel 7:1-6; 
21:25, 29; Daniel 11:13, 27,35, 40) “do not refer to an End of Time but rather to a 
divinely appointed erisis, a turning point in history, i.e., a point within historieal 
time and not a post- or supra-historical date.” (Shemaryahu Talmon, Literaty 
Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Jemsalem-Leiden: The Magnes Press, 1993, p. 171) 
The attempt of Antiochus IV to destroy the Jewish religion, as predieted in Daniel 
8:9-14, 23-26, was eertainly such a “erisis” and has often been deseribed as a 
“turning point in history” See, for example, the eomments by A1 Walters in The 
Oatholie Biblieal Quarterly, Vol. 55:4, 1993, pp. 688-89. 

25 Compare the careful study of this question by Dr. Reinhard Gregor Kratz, “Reieh 
Gottes und Gesetz im Danielbuch und im werdenden Judendom,” in A. S. van der 
Woude (ed.), The Book of Daniel in the Light of New Findings (Leuven, Belgien: 
Leuven University Press, 1993), pp. 433-479. (See espeeially pp. 441-442, and 
448.) 
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preferably in the same year as the dethronement of Zedekiah. 
Often, when the time a propheey is given is important and has a 
eonneetion with its fulfillment, the propheey is dated. This is, for 
example, the ease of the propheey of the seventy years. (Jeremiah 
25:1) 26 The visions and propheeies in the book of Daniel are 
usually dated: the dream of the image in the seeond year of 
Nebuchadnezzar (Daniel 2:1), the vision of the four beasts in the 
firstyear of Belshazzar (Daniel 7:1), the vision of the ram and the 
he-goat in the thirdyear of Belshazzar (Daniel 8:1), the propheey of 
the seventy weeks in the jirstyear of Darms the Mede (Daniel 9:1), 
and the last propheey in the thirdyear of Cyrus (Daniel 10:1). 27 

But no such date is given fior the vision ofi the ehopped-donm tree in Daniel 
4, which should logieally have been done if this was important. The 
only information eoneerning time is given in verse 29, where the 
fulfillment of the dream is stated to have occurred twelve months 
later. Although no regnal year is given, it seems probable that 
Nebuchadnezzar’s “seven times” of madness took plaee 
somewhere near the elose of his long reign. The reason for this 
conclusion is the boastfiil statement that triggered off the 
fiilfillment of his dream: 

Is not this Babylon the Great, that I myself have built for the 
royal house with the strength of my might and for the dignity of 
my majesty? —Daniel 4:30, NW. 

When could Nebuchadnezzar possibly have uttered these words? 
Throughout most of his long reign he engaged in numerous 
building projeets at Babylon and many other eities in Babylonia. 
The cuneiform inseriptions demonstrate that Nebuchadnezzar was 


26 See ehapter 5 above, seetion A-3. 

27 That at least some dates given for the visions of Daniel are elosely related to their 
eontents may be seen from ehapters 7 and 8, dated to the lst and 3rd years of 
Belshazzar, respeetively. Aeeording to the “Verse Account of Nabonidus” (B .M. 
38299), Nabonidus “entmsted the kingship” to his son Belshazzar “when the third 
year was about to begin.” (J. B. Pritehard, Aneient Near Eastem Texts Relating to 
the Old Testament, Prineeton, New Jersey: Prineeton University Press, 1950, pp. 
312-13) As the lst year of Nabonidus was 555/54 BCE, his 3rd year—and thus 
the lst year of Belshazzar—was 553/52 BCE. Now, aeeording to the Sippar 
Oylinder, it was in this very year, the 3rd year of Nabonidus, that the god Marduk 
“aroused” Cyrus in a rebellion against his Median overlord, king Astyages. As 
stated in the Nabonidus Chronicle, Astyages was finally defeated three years later, 
in the 6th year of Nabonidus, that is, in 550/49 BCE. It ean hardly be a 
eoineidenee that Daniel shortly before this, in Belshazzar’s 3 rd year(Daniel 8:1), 
that is, in 551/50 BCE, was transferred in a vision to Susa, the future 
administrative eapital of Persia, to be shown the emergenee of the Medo-Persian 
empire in the form of a two-horned ram “making thmsts to the west and to the 
north and to the south?’ (Daniel 8:1-4, 20) His vision, then, began to be fulfilled 
probably just a few months after it was given! 
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Nebiiehadnezzar’s madness 

as depieted in the book “The Trnth Shall Make Yon Free,” (New 
York: Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, ine., 1943), page 237. 
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primarily a biiilder, not a warrior. He renovated and restored 
sixteen temples in Babylon including the two temples of Marduk, 
eompleted the two great walls of the eity, built a network of eanals 
aeross the eity, embellished the streets of Babylon, rebuilt the 
palaee of Nabopolassar, his father, and eonstmeted another palaee 
for his own use that was finished about 570 B.C.E., in addition to 
many other architectural aehievements. 28 

It was evidently at the elose of this biiilding aetivity that the 
vision of the chopped-down tree was given, as is indieated by 
Nebuchadnezzar’s proud words in Daniel 4:30. This points 
towards the elose of his forty-three-year-long reign, and 
consequently many years after the destmetion of Jemsalem in his 
eighteenth regnal year. 

A propheey is, by definition, forward looking. How then could 
the time at which the vision was given indieate anything about a 
greater fulfillment, one beginning with the dethronement of 
Zedekiah many years earlier? Should not the fulfillment of a propheey 
start, not before, but subsequent to the time at which the propheey is 
given? The time of this particular dream, therefore, does not only 
seem to be unimportant, as the propheey is not dated, but ean 
actually be used as an argument against an applieation to a period 
starting with the destmetion of Jemsalem, as the dream evidently 
was given many years after that event. 

e) The person to whom the vision was given 

Does the person to whom this vision was given, that is 
Nebuchadnezzar, indieate it has to be applied to a supposed 2,520- 
year break in the royal dynasty of David? 

It is tme that Nebuchadnezzar was instmmental in causing the 
break in this dynasty. But is it not improbable that 
Nebuchadnezzar’s oppressive exercise of sovereignty would be a 
symbol of Jehovah’s sovereignty expressed through the Davidie 
dynasty, while contemporaneously during the “seven times” of 
madness his total powerlessness was a symbol of world dominion 
exercised by Gentile nations? Or did he play tivo roles during his 
“seven times” of madness—(1) his pomrlessness, representing the 
break in the dynasty of David during the 2,520-year period; and (2) 
his i beastlike state, pietming the Gentile mle of the earth? 


28 D. J. Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar and Babylon (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1985), pp. 42-80. 
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As may be seen, the parallels between the literal fblfillment and the 
elaimed greater applieation are strained, and the greater applieation, 
therefore, beeomes quite eomplieated and eonfhsing. Would not 
this applieation have been far more probable if the vision had been 
given to one of the last kings of Judah instead of to 
Nebuchadnezzar? Would not a king of the royal dynasty of David 
be a more natural figure of that dynasty, and the “seven times” of 
loss of power experienced by such a king a more natural figure of 
the loss of sovereignty in the Davidie line? 

Evidendy, then, the person to whom the vision was given is no elear 
indieation of another applieation beyond that one given direetly 
through Daniel the prophet. 

d) The theme of the vision 

The theme of the vision of the chopped-down tree is expressed in 
Daniel 4:17, namely, “thatpeople living may knoiv that the Most High is 
Ruler in the kìngdom of mankind and that to the one he ivants to, he gives it 
and he sets up over it even the loivliest one of mankind. ” 

Does this stated intent of the vision indieate it pointed forward 
to the time for the establishment of God’s kingdom by his 
ehrist? 29 

To draw such a conclusion would be to read more into this 
statement than it actually says. Jehovah has always been the 
supreme ruler in the kingdom of mankind, although his supremacy 
has not always been reeognized by everyone. But David did realize 
this, saying: 

Jehovah himself has firmly established his throne in the very 
heavens; and over everything his own kingship has held dominion. — 
Psalms 103:19, NW. 

Your kingship is a kingship for all times indefmite, And your 
dominion is throughout all successive generations.— Psalms 
145:13, NW. 

Thus Jehovah has always exercised eontrol over the history of 
mankind and maneuvered the events aeeording to his own will: 

And he is ehanging times and seasons, removing kings and 
setting up kings, giving wisdom to the wise ones and knowledge to 
those knowing diseernment. —Daniel 2:21, NW. 

This was a lesson that Nebuchadnezzar—as well as kings before 
and after him—had to learn. The period that followed upon 
Nebuchadnezzar’s desolation of Judah and Jemsalem represented 
no exception or intermption to Jehovah’s supreme rule, in spite of 


29 InsightontheScriptures, Vol. 1 (1988), p. 134. 
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the break in the royal dynasty of David. The Gentile nations during 
this period did not rule supremely. Jehovah took aetion against the 
Babylonian empire by raising up Cyrus to capture Babylon in 539 
B.C.E. (Isaiah 45:1), and later Alexander the Great destroyed the 
Persian empire. 

Further, the expression “lowliest one of mankind” at Daniel 
4:17 is no elear indieation that Jesus Christ is intended, as Jehovah 
in his dealings with mankind many times has overthrown mighty 
and haughty kings and exalted lowly ones. 30 This was stressed 
centuries later by Mary, the mother of Jesus: 

He [God] has performed mightily with his arm, he has seattered 
abroad those who are haughty in the intention of their hearts. He 
has brought down men of power from thrones and exalted loivly 
ones. — Luke 1:51-52, NW. 

Therefore, when the holy watcher in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream 
announced that “the Most High is Ruler in the kingdom of 
mankind and that to the one he wants to, he gives it and he sets up 
over it the lowliest one of mankind,” he simply seems to be stating 
a universal prìnáple in Jehovah’s dealing with mankind. There is no 
indieation that he is giving a propheey eoneerning the establishment 
of the Messianie kingdom with Jesus Christ on the throne. The 
theme of this vision—that the Most High is ruler in the kingdom of 
mankind—is demonstrated by Jehovah’s dealing with the haughty 
Nebuchadnezzar who through his experience eame to realize this 
universal prineiple. (Daniel 4:3, 34—37) By reading about 
Nebuchadnezzar’s humiliating experience, people living in every 
generation may eome to realize this same truth. 

B-3: The eollapsed foiindation of the 2,520-year 
ealeiilation 

As was shown in Chapter 1, the calculation that the “seven times” 
represented a period of 2,520 years is founded upon the so-ealled 
“year-day eoneept.” 

This eoneept is no longer aeeepted as a general prìneiple by the 
Watch Tower Soeiety. It was taken over by Pastor Russell from the 
Seeond Adventists, but was abandoned by the Soeiety’s seeond 

30 Commenting on the statement at Daniel 4:17 that God gives the kingdom “to the 
one whom he wants to,” the Watch Tower Soeiety states: “We know that this ‘one’ 
to whom the Most High ehooses to give the ‘kingdom’ is Christ Jesus. ”—True Peaee 
and Secu.ri.ty —From What Source? (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watchtower Bible and Traet 
Soeiety, 1973), p. 74. 
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president, J. F. Rutherford, in the 1920’s and early 1930’s. 31 The 
2,300 evenings and mornings (Dan. 8:14), and the 1,260, 1,290, and 
1,335 days (Daniel 12:7,11, 12; Revelation 11:2, 3; 12:6, 14), earlier 
held to be as many jears, have sinee then been interpreted to mean 
days only. 

The two texts in the Bible which earlier were quoted in proof of 
the year-day prineiple (Numbers 14:34 and Ezekiel 4:6) are no 
longer understood as stating a universal prìnàple of interpretation, 
although they are still eited in support of this particular 2,520-year 
ealeiilation. As was shown in Chapter 1, note 2, it is not even likely 
that the year-day rule should be applied to the “seventy weeks” of 
Daniel 9:24—27. That propheey does not speak of days, but 
“weeks” or, literally, “sevens.” So, rather than ealling for a 
eonversion of the “weeks” into days and then applying a “year-day 
prineiple,” the contextual eonneetion with the “seventy years” at 
verse 2 strongly supports the prevalent conclusion that the angel 
was simply multiplying those seventy years by seven: “Seven times 
[or: sevenfold] seventy [years] are deereed.” 

Even the adherents of the year-day theory themselves find it 
impossible to be eonsistent in their applieation of the supposed 
“prineiple” that in biblieal time-related propheeies days always mean 
jears. For example, when God told Noah that “after seven more 
days, I will send rain on the earth forty days and forty nights” 
(Genesis 7:4, NASB), they do not interpret this to mean that “after 
seven more jears, I will send rain on the earth forty years” Or when 
Jonah told the inhabitants of Nineveh that “yet forty days and 
Nineveh will be overthrown” (Jonah 3:4), they do not understand 
this to mean that Nineveh should be overthrown after forty jears. 
Many other examples could be given. 32 

To apply the year-day prineiple to the “seven times” of Daniel 4, 
then, is evidently quite arbitrary, and this is espeeially true if those 
doing the applying no longer apply that prineiple to other 
prophetie time periods. 

Like other adherents of the 2,520-year ealeiilation, the Watch 
Tower Soeiety argues that the “seven times” (the period of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s madness) are 2,520 days, because at Revelation 
12:6, 14 “a time and times and half a time” (3 1/2 times) are 
equated with 1,260 days. (The validity of this reasoning will be 
discussed in the seetion below.) But while the 2,520 days are 
interpreted to mean a period of 2,520 jears, the 1,260 days are 

31 For a thorough refutation of the year-day eoneept, see pp. 111-126 of Samuel P. 

Tregelles , Remarks on the Prophetie Visions in the Book of Daniel, originally 

published in 1852. Referenee here is to the seventh edition (London: The Sovereign 

Graee Advent Testimony, 1965). 

32 For additional examples, see Milton S. Terry, Biblieal Hermeneutics (Grand Rapids: 

Aeademie Books, 1974; reprint of the 1883 edition), pp. 386-90. 
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understood to mean just 1260 literal days. As the interpretation of 
the “seven times” is derived from the three-and-a-half times (1260 
days), why is not a eonsistent interpretation given to both periods? 
How do we know that the supposed 2520 days mean years, but that 
this is not the ease with the 1,260 days? 33 

Obviously there is no real basis for the conclusion that “seven 
times” mean 2,520 years. 

B-4: Were the “seven times” really seven years? 

Nebuchadnezzar’s “seven times” of madness are often understood 
as a period of seven years. However, anyone acquainted with the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar knows there are great problems with this 
understanding. It is difficult to find a period of seven years within 
his reign of 43 years when he was absent from his throne or 
inaetive as ruler. 

Where, then, during Nebuchadnezzar’s 43 years of rale, ean we 
find a period of seven years when he was absent from the throne 
and not involved in royal aetivities of any kind? The aeeompanying 
table on the following page lists the years when the Biblieal and 
extra-Biblical sources show Nebuchadnezzar still aetively raling on 
his throne. 

As ean be seen, the documented aetivities of Nebuchadnezzar 
appear to exclude an absenee from the throne for any period of 
seven years. The longest period for which we have no evidenee of 
his aetivity is from his thirty-seventh to his forty-third and last year, 
a period of about six years. This period ended with his death. It 
should be remembered, however, that Nebuchadnezzar, after his 
“seven times” of madness, was re-established on his throne and 
evidently raled for some time afterward.—Daniel 4:26, 36. 

So what about the “seven times”? Do they neeessarily refer to 
years, as is often held? 

Actually, the word for “times” in the original Aramaie text of 
Daniel (sing. ‘ iddan) eommonly means “time, period, season” and 
may refer to any fixed and definite period of time. 34 Admittedly, 
the view that at Daniel ehapter four, verses 16, 23, 25, 32 it refers 


33 C. T. Russell was at least eonsistent in elaiming that both periods were years, “for 
if three and a half times are 1260 days (years), seven times will be a period just 
twice as long, 2520 years.”— Studies in the Scriptures, Vol. II (originally published 
in 1889), p. 91. 

34 Oompare the use of the same word in Daniel 2:8 (”time is what you men are trying 
to gain”), 2:9 (”until the time itself is ehanged”), 2:21 (”he is ehanging times and 
seasons”), 3:5,15 (”at the time that you hear the sound”), 7:12 (”there was a 
lengthening in life given to them for a time and a season”), and 7:25 (”they will be 
given into his hands for a time, and times and half a time”). 
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Documented aetivity of Nebuchadnezzar’s rule 


Events 

Battle at Carchemish. Invasion 
of Judah and first deportation 
Campaign to Hattu 
N’s dream of the image 
Campaigns to Hattu 
Building aetivity of N. 

Seeond deportation. Jehoiaehin 
brought to Babylon 
Campaigns to Hattu and Tigris 
Rebellion in N’s army. Revolt 
plans among exiles spread 
to Judah. Jeremiah’s letters 
to exiles. N. marehes to Hattu 
Campaign to Hattu 
Building aetivity of N. 

Jemsalem besieged for 2.5 years, 
desolated. Third deportation 
Ezekiel prediets siege of Tyre 
N. besieges Tyre for 13 years 
Ezekiel eonfirms siege ended 
N. attaeks Egypt as predieted 

N. dies. Evil-merodaeh’s 
aeeession-year 


Referenees 

Jer. 46:2; Jer. 25:1; Dan. l:lf., 
BM 21946 
BM 21946 
Dan. 2: lf. 

BM 21946 

Royal inseription 

(Berger, AOAT 4:1, p. 108)* 

2 Ki. 24:11-12; 2 Chron. 36:10; 
Jer. 52:28; BM 21946 
BM 21946 

BM 21946; Jer. 28: lf.; 

Jer. 29:1-3, 4-30 


N, on the throne 

aeeession-year 
aeeession-year 
1 st year 
2nd year 
2nd-6th years 
7th year 

7th year 

8th-9th years 
lOth year 


Years B.C.E. 

605 

605/04 

604/03 

603/02 

603-599/98 

598/97 

597 

597-596/95 

595/94 


BM 21946 

Royal inseription 

(Berger, AOAT 4:1, p. 108)* 

2 Ki. 25:lf., Jer. 32:1-2; 52:4-16 


1 lth year 
12th year 

15th-18th years 


594/93 

593/92 

589-87 


Ez. 26:1, 7 

Josephus’Ant. X:xi,l; Ap. 1:21 
Ez. 29:17-18 
BM 33041 (Jer. 43:10f.; 

Ez. 29:1-16, 19-20) 

Jer. 52:31-34; 2 Ki. 25:27-30 


18th year 
19th-32nd years 
33rd year 
37th year 

43rd year 


587 

586-573/72 

572/71 

568/67 

562/61 


*AOAT 4:1 = Alter Orient and Altes Testament, Vol. 4:1 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1973.) 
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to years is not restrieted to the Watch Tower Soeiety. This 
understanding ean be found in aneient sources. 

Thus, the Septuagint (LXX) version of Daniel translated the word 
as “y ears >” and so does Josephus in Antiquities X:x,6. But the LXX 
text of Daniel was rejeeted by early Christians in preferenee of the 
Greek version of Theodotion (usually dated to about 180 C.E.) 
which says “times” (Greek kairoi), not “years” in Daniel ehapter 
four. 35 

That some Jews at an early stage interpreted the “times” of 
Daniel ehapter four as “years” ean also be seen in the so-ealled 
“Prayer of Nabonidus,” a fragmentary Aramaie document found 
among the Dead Sea serolls at Qumran, Cave 4, and dating from 
ea. 75-50 B.C.E. This document says that Nabonidus was strieken 
with a “pernicious inflammation ... for seven years” in the Teman 
oasis. 36 

What are the other alternatives? Realizing that the literal 
meaning of the Aramaie word iddan is not “year” but “period” or 
“season,” Hippolytus of the third century says that some viewed a 
“time” as one of the four seasons of the year. Henee “seven 
seasons” would be less than two years. Bishop Theodoret of the 
fifth century, however, noted that people of aneient times, such as 
the Babylonians and Persians, spoke of only tn>o seasons a year, 
summer and winter, the rainless and the rainy seasons. 37 This was 
also the custom among the Hebrews. In the Bible there are no 
referenees to spring and autumn, only to the summer and winter 
seasons. Aeeording to this line of reasoning, the “seven seasons” of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s madness meant three and one-half years. 


35 As a number of eitations from Daniel in the New Testament agree with Theodotion’s 
Greek text of Daniel against LXX, Theodotion’s translation is thought to have been 
based on an earlier, pre-Christian textual tradition, which may have been either 
independent of or a revision of LXX.—John J. Collins, Daniel (Minneapolis: 
Fortress Press, 1993), pp. 2-11. See also Peter W. Coxon, “Another look at 
Nebuchadnezzar’s madness,” in A. S. van der Woude, op. eit. (see note 25 above), 
pp. 213-14. 

36 For a reeent reeonstmetion and translation of the text, see Baruch A. Levine and 
Anne Robertson in William W. Hallo (ed.), The Context of Seriptiire, Vol. I (Leiden: 
Brill, 1997), pp. 285-86. Most seholars suppose that the story about the “seven 
times” of madness originally dealt with Nabonidus and that the “Prayer of 
Nabonidus” refleets an earlier state of the tradition. The book of Daniel, it is held, 
attributes the experience to Nebuchadnezzar because he was better known to the 
Jews. However, there is no evidenee in support of this theory, and it is quite as 
likely that the “Prayer of Nabonidus” is a late, distorted version of Daniel’s 
narrative.—Compare the eomments by D. J. Wiseman, op. eit. (see note 28 above), 
pp. 103-105. 

37 E, J. Young, op. eit. (see note 23 above), p. 105. Dr. H. Neumann eonfirms that in 
Mesopotamia there are only two seasons: “a cloudless and dry summer from May 
to Oetober, and a cloudy and rainy winter from November to April.” —Heinz 
Neumann in Wiener Zeitsehrift fur die Kunde des Moraenlandes, Vol. 85 (Wien 
1995), p. 242. 
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Some of the most highly regarded eonservative Bible seholars of 
reeent times, such as Carl F. Keil and Edward J. Young, either 
rejeet or feel strong doubts about the theory that the “seven times” 
of Daniel ehapter four refer to seven years. The Assyriologist 
Donald j. Wiseman even suggests that the “seven times” should be 
understood as “seven months.” 38 Any of these last-mentioned 
viewpoints would be in aeeeptable agreement with the information 
we have on the rule of Nebuchadnezzar. 

Some, of course, will point to Revelation ehapter twelve, arguing 
that sinee the 3 1/2 “times” in verse 14 eorrespond to the 1260 
days (= 3 1/2 years) of verse 6, seven times must mean 2520 days, 
or seven years. 

There is, however, no reason to conclude that the way “times” is 
used in Revelation ehapter twelve must automatically apply also in 
other contexts. The faet remains that, sinee the Aramaie word 
‘iddan simply means “time, period, season,” it could refer to periods 
of different lengths. It does not refer to the same, fixed period 
everywhere it is used. The context must always deeide its meaning. 
And even if it could be shown that the “time, and times and half a 
time” at Daniel ehapter seven, verse 25, mean three and a half 
years, this still would not prove that the “seven times” or “periods” 
(New Amerìean Standard Bible), or “seasons” (Kotherham, Tanakh), at 
Daniel ehapter four, verses 16, 23, 25 and 32, mean “seven years.” 
The two ehapters deal with two very different events and periods 
and therefore should not be confused. 

In the discussion above it has been shown that the Gentile times 
of Luke 21:24 eannot be proved to be an allusion to the “seven 
times” of Daniel 4. Nor is there any evidenee to show that 
Nebuchadnezzar’s “seven times” of madness prefigured another 
period, amounting to 2,520 years of Gentile dominion. Finally, it 
was demonstrated that the “seven times” eannot even be proved to 
mean seven years. These identifieations are obviously no more than 
a guesswork without solid foundation in the Bible itself. 


38 Donald J. Wiseman in J. D. Douglas (ed.y, New Bible Dietionary, 2nd edition 
(Leieester, England: Intervarsity Press, 1982), p. 821. Dr. Wiseman explains that 
this understanding of ‘iddan at Daniel 4 “arose from my view that a ‘month’ might 
be an appropriate ‘period’ sinee the nature of Nebuchadrezzar’s illness . . . is 
unlikely to have been a recurrent one.”—Letter Wiseman-Jonsson, dated May 28, 
1987. Oompare Wiseman’s discussion of Nebuchadnezzar’s illness in B. Palmer 
(ed.), Medieine and the Bible (Exeter: The Paternoster Press, 1986), pp. 26-27. 
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C. THE SETTING UP OF CHRIST’S KINGDOM 

As was pointed out in Chapter 1 of this work, Pastor Russell’s 
predietions for 1914 were not fhlfìlled. When the First World War 
ended, the Gentile nations still ruled the earth instead of Christ’s 
Kingdom, and Jemsalem in Palestine was still occupied by a 
Gentile nation. Evidentiy, the time for the events expected could 
not be right. But to draw this simple conclusion was not an easy 
thing. Additionally, something had happened: the World War. So it 
was felt that the time was right after all. Russell’s followers, 
therefore, concluded that they had been expecting the “wrong 
thing at the right time.” 39 

C-l: Failed expectations—wrong things at the right time? 

Gradually a new apoealyptie pattern emerged. The World War with 
the many erises following it eame to be regarded merely as a 
beginning of the overthrow of the Gentile nations. In 1922 J. F. 
Rutherford, the new president of the Soeiety, explained: 

God granted to the Gentiles a lease of dominion for a term of 
2520 years, which term or lease ended about August, 1914. Then 
eame forward the Landlord, the rightful Ruler (Ezekiel 21:27), and 
began ouster proeeedings. It is not to be expected that he ivonld snddenly 
ivipe everything out of existence, for that is not the way the Lord does 
things; but that he would overmle the eontending elements, 
causing these to destroy the present order; and that while this is 
going on he would have his faithful followers give a tremendous 
witness in the world. 40 

This reminds us of later explanations of the 1934 failure by the 
Pastoral Bible Instimte editors discussed above. The setting up of 
ehrist’s kingdom had earlier been seen as a proeess which began in 
1878 and which would culminate in 1914 with the destmetion of 
the Gentile nations. 41 But in 1922 the starting-point of this proeess 
was moved forward to 1914 and the overthrow of the Gentile 
nations was expected to take plaee in the near future. This new 
view was presented by J. F. Rutherford at the Cedar Point 
Convention of September 5-13, 1922 in his address, “The 
Kingdom of Heaven is at Hand”. 


39 A. H. Maemillan, Faith on the Mareh (Englewood diffs, N.J.: Prentiee-Hall, ine., 
1957), pp. 48-49. 

40 The Watch Tower, May 1, 1922, p. 139; also published in the booklet The Bible on 
Our Lord’s Return (Brooklyn, N.Y.: International Bible Students Assoeiation, 1922), 
pp. 93-94. Emphasis added. 

41 See the artiele “The Setting Up of Ohrist’s Kingdom” in The Watch Tower of June 1, 
1922, which still has the 1878 date. 
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Three years later, in the artiele “Birth of the Nation” in The Watch 
Tornr, Mareh 1, 1925, a new interpretation of Revelation 12:1-6 
was presented in aeeordanee with the new understanding of the 
setting up of ehrist’s kingdom, to the effeet that the kingdom had 
been “born” in heaven in 1914. That year Jesus Christ “took unto 
himself his great power and began his reign: the nations were 
angry, and the day of God’s wrath began. —Ezekiel 21:27; 
Revelation 11:17, 18.” 42 

C-2: The “doivntrodden” eity of Jemsalem reloeated 

But what about the trampling of Jemsalem by the Gentiles? At the 
end of 1914 the eity of Jemsalem was still occupied by a Gentile 
nation, the Turkish Empire. In an attempt to “explain” this 
embarrassing faet, Pastor Russell argued that the persecution of the 
Jews at that time seemed to have praetieally stopped all around the 
world, and he saw in this a eonfirmation of his belief that the 
Gentile times had expired. 43 

However, in Deeember, 1917, more than one year after Russell’s 
death, an interesting thing happened. On Deeember 9, 1917, the 
British under General Allenby in allianee with the Arabs captured 
Jemsalem and thus made an end of the nearly seven-centuries-long 
Turkish occupation. This event was looked upon by many 
ehristians as a very important sign of the times. 44 

The deliveranee of Jemsalem from the Turks in 1917, together 
with the so-ealled Balfour deelaration of November 2, 1917 which 
proelaimed that the British Government supported the 


42 The Bible on Our Lord’s Return (1922), p. 93. 

43 The Watch Tower, November 1, 1914, pp. 329-30; Reprints, p. 55-68. 

44 ehristian eommentators of several different denominations regarded this event as a 
sign of the times. It will be remembered that as early as 1823, John A. Brown, in 
his The Even-Tide, ended the “seven times” in 1917. In his opinion 1917 would see 
“the full glory of the kingdom of Israel . . . perfeeted” (Vol. 1, pp. xliii f.) Later in the 
same century the British expositor Dr. Henry Grattan Guinness, too, pointed 
forward to 1917 as a very important date: “There ean be no question that those 
who live to see this year 1917 will have reaehed one of the most important, 
perhaps the most momentous, of these terminal years of erisis”—Light for the Last 
Days, London, 1886, pp. 342-46. 

Aware of these predietions, eight well-known English elergymen, among whom 
were Dr. G. Campbell Morgan and Dr. G. B. Meyer, issued a manifesto which 
among other things deelared: “FIRST. That the present erisis points towards the 
elose of the times of the Gentiles. . . . FIFTH. That all human sehemes of 
reeonstmetion must be subsidiary to the seeond eoming of our Lord, because all 
nations will be subject to his rule.” The manifesto was published in the London 
magazine Current Opinion of Febmary 1918 and subsequently republished by 
other papers throughout the world. 

Although this manifesto has been eited several times in Watchtower publications 
in support of the 1914 date, it was actually issued in support of the 1917 date and 
resulted from Allenby’s “liberation” of Jemsalem in the latter year. 
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establishment of a Jewish National Home in Palestine, drastieally 
aeeelerated Jewish immigration to Palestine. Thus, from Oetober, 
1922, to the spring of 1929 the Jewish population of Palestine 
doubled from 83,794 to about 165,000. 

At that time Palestine was still administered by a non-Jewish or 
Gentile nation (England) and the Jews still constituted only a 
minority (about twenty pereent) of the popiilation in Palestine. To 
all appearanees, Palestine and the eity of Jemsalem were still 
eontrolled by the Gentiles. Yet the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
president, J. F. Rutherford, in his book Ltfe, published in 1929, 
insisted that the Gentile times spoken of by Jesus at Luke 21:24 
had expired in 1914, arguing that the aeeelerating Jewish 
immigration to Palestine was the tangible proof of the conclusion 
that this propheey had been fulfilled. 

But shortly after the publication of Ltfe, this whole idea was 
abandoned; the return of the Jews to the Promised Land was no 
longer seen as a fiilfillment of Bible propheeies. Sinee 1931 such 
propheeies have been appded to spiritnal Israel. 45 The logieal 
consequence of this ehange could only be that the end of the 
treading down of Jemsalem was no longer appdeable to the literal 
eity ofjemsalem: 

The present-day eity of Jemsalem over in Palestine is not the 
eity of the Great King Jehovah God, even though Christendom 
eads eertain plaees over there “holy”. That eity is doomed to 
destmetion at the end of this world. But the tme Jemsalem wdl 
live forever as the eapital of Jehovah’s universal organization. We 
mean the New Jemsalem, of which Jesus Christ gave a symbolie 
vision to the apostle John on the isle of Patmos. . . . 

Jesus Christ is the “King of kings and Lord of lords” over that 
tme Jemsalem. At the elose of the Gentile times in 1914 he was 
enthroned as aeting Ruler in the “eity of the great King”, Jehovah. 
Thus, after an intermption of 2,520 years by Gentile powers, 
Theoeratie Government over earth rose again to power in the 
New Jemsalem, never to be trodden down by the Gentiles. 46 

What, exactly, was this “New Jemsalem”? The Watchtower 
book Your Will Be Done On Earth (1958) explains on page 94: 

Baek in 607 B.C. the Jemsalem that was overthrown stood for 
the kingdom of God because it had the typieal throne of Jehovah 
on which the anointed one of Jehovah sat as his king. Likewise, 


45 The Watch Tower, 1931, pp. 253-54; J. F. Rutherford, Vindieation, Vol. II (Brooklyn, 
N.Y.: Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 1932), pp. 258, 267-69. 

46 The Watchtower, November 1, 1949, pp. 330-31. 
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the Jemsalem that is trampled upon by worldly nations stands for 
the kingdom of God. . . . So the end of the trampling down of 
Jemsalem at the eomplete fulfillment of the “appointed times of 
the nations” would mean the rising again of the symbolie 
Jemsalem, namely, the kingdom of God. 

Thus the end of the trampling down of Jemsalem was 
interpreted to mean the installation of Jesus Christ on Jehovah’s 
throne in the heavenly Jemsalem in 1914. 47 But this reloeation of the 
“downtrodden Jemsalem” from earth to heaven ereated other 
questions, discussed below, which never have been satisfaetorily 
answered. 

C-3: Have two “kingdoms of Christ” been set up? 

In the publications of the Watch Tower Soeiety it is eonstantly 
stressed that Jesus Christ was “enthroned” and his kingdom “set 
up” or “established” in heaven at the end of the Gentile times in 
1914. At that time, it is held, he began to mle “in the midst of his 
enemies” in fulfillment of Psalm 110:1—2. Thereafter, as an initial 
aetion against these enemies, Jesus Christ is thought to have 
thrown Satan and his demon angels out of heaven and down to the 
earthly realm, in fiilfillment of Revelation 12:1—10. 48 

One problem with this seenario is that a number of texts in the 
Bible elearly show that Jesus Christ was enthroned in heaven 
already at the time of his resurrection and exaltation. For example, 
in his revelation to the apostle John, Jesus said: 

To the one that conquers I will grant to sit down with me on 
my throne, even as I conquered and saf doivn ivith my Father on his 
throne. —Revelation 3:21, NW. 

That the kingdom of Christ existed already baek in the first 
century is also eonfirmed by the apostle Paul, who in his letter to 
the ehristians in Colossae stated: 

He [the Father] delivered us from the authority of the darkness 
and transferred ns into the kingdom of the Son of his love, by means of 
whom we have our release by ransom, the forgiveness of our sins. 

—Colossians 1:13-14, NW. 


47 See “Babylon the Great Has Fallenl’’ God’s Kingdom Rules! (Brooklyn, N.Y.: 
Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 1963), pp. 452-53; “The Nations Shall Know 
that I Am Jehovah” — How? (1971), pp. 232-35; Insight on the Scriptures, Vol. 1 
(1988), pp. 132-33. 

48 Reeent presentations of these views may be found, for example, in the books You 
Can Live Forever in Paradise on Earth (1982), pp. 134—41, and Knowledge That 
Leads to Everlasting Life (1995), pp. 90-97. Both books are published by the 
Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety of New York, ine. 
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If Jesus Christ was enthroned at his resurrection and exaltation 
and has been reigning in his heavenly kingdom sinee then, how ean 
it be elaimed that he was enthroned and his kingdom set up in 
1914? 

In order to resolve this problem the Watch Tower Soeiety has 
been foreed to conclude that tm kingdoms of Christ have been set 
up: 1) the “Kingdom of the Son of His Love” (Colossians 1:13), 
which was set up at Christ’s resurrection and exaltation, and 2) the 
“Kingdom of Our Lord and of His Christ” (Revelation 11:15), 
which is held to have been set up in 1914. 

Note how the Watch Tower Soeiety, in its Bible dietionary 
Insight on the Seriptnres, attempts to tell the differenee between these 
two “kingdoms of Christ.” Commenting on Paul’s statement at 
Colossians 1:13-14 quoted above, this dietionary states: 

Christ’s ldngdom from Penteeost of 33 CE. onward has been a 
spiritual one rnling over spiritual Israel, Christians who have been 
begotten by God’s spirit to beeome the spiritual ehildren of God. 
(Joh 3:3, 5, 6) 49 

This first kingdom of Christ, then, is explained to have been a 
limìted kingdom, with Jesus Christ ruling only over his eongregation 
of followers from Penteeost onward. 

The seeond kingdom of Christ, on the other hand, is much greater in 
seope and was not set up until 1914. In support of this view the 
above-eited dietionary refers to Revelation 11:15, where the apostle 
John heard loud voiees in heaven proelaiming that, “The kingdom 
of the world did beeome the kingdom of our Lord and of his 
Christ, and he will rule as king forever and ever.” (NW) In 
explanation of this vision, the Soeiety’s dietionary states: 

This Kingdom is of greater proportions and bigger dimensions 
than “the kingdom of the Son of his love,” spoken of at Colossians 
1:13. “The kingdom of the Son of his love” began at Penteeost 33 
C.E. and has been over Christ’s anointed diseiples; “the kingdom of 
our Lord and of his Christ” is brought forth at the end of “the 
appointed times of the nations” and is over all mankind on earth. 50 

But even on the supposition that Christ’s rule from Penteeost 
onward was limited to his rule over his anointed diseiples 


49 Insight on the Scriptures, Vol. 2 (1988), p. 169. 

50 Ibid., p. 169. Similarly, on page 136 of the book You Can Live Forever in Paradise 
on Earth (1982), the Watch Tower Soeiety refers to “the kingdom of the Son of 
[God’s) love” mentioned at Colossians 1:13 and states: “But this rule, or ‘kingdom,’ 
over Christians with the hope of heavenly life is not the Kingdom government for 
which Jesus taught his followers to pray.” (Emphasis added.) 
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(”spiritual Israel”), as the Watch Tower Soeiety holds, the 
consequence of this view is that Christ, as the legal heir to the 
throne of David, sinee Penteeost onward has been sitting on the 
throne of Jehovah (Revelation 3:21) in heavenly Jerusalem and mling 
over spiritual Israel, just as David and his son Solomon were said to 
be sitting upon the “throne of Jehovah” in earthly Jemsalem, 
reigning over fleshly Israel. 51 

In view of this fìrst-century restoration of the “kingdom of 
David,” hoiv ean it be held that femsalem”, nnderstood as being the Kingdom 
of God, ivent onto be trodden doirn by the Gentile nations on earth during the 
ìvhole subsequentperiod, from Penteeost onivard right up to 1914? 

The Gentile nations, of course, could not “aseend into heaven” 
(John 3:13) in order to interfere with Christ’s rule during this 
period. Nor ean the treading down of “Jemsalem” refer to the 
persecution of “spiritual Israel” (Christ’s followers), as such 
persecution did not stop in 1914. So what did the treading down of 
“Jemsalem” really mean, and how did it stop in 1914? In spite of 
the theory of the two kingdoms of Christ, this question still ealls 
for an answer. 

C-4: The universal power of the resurrected Christ 

Does the Bible really support the view that there are tivo kingdoms 
of Christ entmsted him at two different oeeasions? Was Christ’s 
“first” kingdom limited to a mle over his anointed diseiples from 
Penteeost onward? 

This idea seems elearly to be eontradieted by a number of Bible 
passages which emphasize the nniversal seope of the authority given 
to Jesus ehrist at his resurrection and exaltation. Even some time 
before his aseension Jesus stated to his diseiples: 

All authority has been given me in heaven and on the earth. — 
Matthew 28:18, NW. 

The past tense, “has been given,” shows that Jesus Christ already 
at that time n>as in possession of all anthority orpoiver in heaven and 


51 The angel Gabriel told Mary that the son she was to bear “will be ealled the Son of 
the Most High; and the Lord will give him the throne of His father David.” (Luke 
1:32, NASB) That Christ was given “the throne of his father David” at his 
resurrection and exaltation was later eonfirmed by James, the half brother of 
Jesus, when he at Aets 15:1318 explained to his fellow believers that “the 
tabernaele of David which has fallen” had been ereeted again, in fulfillment of the 
propheey of Amos 9:llf. As pointed out by Dr. F. F. Bruce, “James’ applieation of 
the propheey finds the fulfillment of its first part (the rebuilding of the tabernaele 
of David) in the resurrection and exaltation of Christ, the Son of David, and the 
reconstitution of His diseiples as the new Israel, and the fulfillment of its seeond 
part in the presenee of believing Gentiles as well as believing Jews in the Church.” 
— F. F. Bruce, Oommentary an the Book of the Aets (Grand Rapids, Miehigan: Wm. 
B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1980 reprint), p. 310. 
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on the earth. What additional power, then, could possibly have 
remained to be given him in 1914? 

Jesus’ position of power after his resurrection was also 
accentuated by the apostie Paul at Ephesians 1:20-23: 

He [God] raised him up from the dead and seated him at his 
right hand in the heavenly plaees, far above every govemment and 
anthority and pomr and lordship and evey name named, not only in this 
system of things, bnt also in that to eome. He also snbjeeted all things under 
his feet, and made him head over all things to the eongregation, 
which is his body, the fullness of him who fìlls up all things in all. 
(IW) 

Notiee that Paul in this passage deelares that Christ’s dominion 
at that time was not limited to a rule over his eongregation only, 
but embraeed “all things,” “every government and authority and 
lordship and every name named.” Similarly, at Colossians 2:10 Paul 
states that Christ “is the head of all government and authority” 
(NWj. And at Revelation 1:5 the apostie John sent greetings to 
“the seven eongregations that are in the [distriet of| Asia” from 
Jesus ehrist, “The Ktiler of the kings of the earth” (NW). 

Strangely enough, the Watch Tower Soeiety, in the artiele on 
“Jesus Christ” in its Bible dietionary Insight on the Seriptnres, seems to 
eontradiet its idea of a limited kingdom of Christ from Penteeost 
onward by stating that he sinee his resurrection “ heads a govemment of 
tiniversal domain.” Notiee the following remarkable statements on 
page 61 of Volume 2: 

Following his resurrection, Jesus informed his diseiples, “All 
authority has been given me in heaven and on the earth,” thereby 
showing that he heads agovernment of imiversal domain. (Mt 28:18) The 
apostle Paul made elear that Jesus’ Father has “left nothing that is 
not subject to him |Jesus] ,” with the evident exception of “the one 
who subjected all things to him,” that is, Jehovah, the Sovereign 
God. (1 Co. 15:27; Heb 1:1-14; 2:8) Jesus Christ’s “name,” 
therefore, is more excellent than that of God’s angels, in that his 
name embraees or stands for the vast executive anthority that Jehovah 
hasplaeed in him. (Heb 1:3,4) [Emphasis added.] 

If Jesus Christ already at his resurrection and exaltation was 
given “all authority ... in heaven and on the earth,” and if he sinee 
then has been “the head of all government and authority” and “the 
Ruler of the kings of the earth” and therefore, from then on, 
“heads a government of universal domain” as even the Watch 
Tower Soeiety admits, how, then, ean it be elaimed that Girist’s 
kingdom from Penteeost onward was limited to a rule over his 
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eongregation of followers, and that the “kingdom of the world” did 
not beeome “the kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ” until the 
year 1914? 

C-5: Waiting “at the right hand of God” for what? 

On the last day of his earthly life Jesus explained to the members 
of the Sanhedrin, the Jewish high court, that his kingdom rule was 
now due to begin, stating that, frotn non> on the Son of man ivill be 
sitting at thepomrful right hand of God. ”—Luke 22:69, NWS 2 

That Christ after his resurrection was elevated to “the right hand 
of God” is repeatedly emphasized by the New Testament writers. 
The phrase “sitting at the powerful right hand of God” is a 
referenee to Psalm 110:1, a text quoted or alluded to in the New 
Testament more often than any other passage of the Old 
Testament. 53 This psalm is eonsistently interpreted by the New 
Testament writers as depieting Christ’s exaltation to the throne of 
God after his resurrection. 54 The first two verses say: 

The utterance of Jehovah to my Lord is: “Sit at my right hand 
until I plaee your enemies as a stool for your feet.” The rod of 
your strength Jehovah will send out from Zion, [saying:] “Go 
subduing in the midst of your enemies”—Psalm 110:1—2, NW. 


52 The parallel passage at Matthew 26:64 adds another feature to Jesus’ statement: 
“From heneeforth you will see the Son of man sitting at the right hand of power 
and eoming on the clouds of heaven” (Compare Mark 14:62) The last part of the 
statement is an allusion to Daniel 7:13-14, where Daniel in his vision saw “with 
the clouds of the heavens someone like a son of man happened to be eoming; and 
to the Aneient of Days he gained aeeess, and they brought him up elose even 
before that One. And to him there were given mlership and dignity and kingdom”. 
It should be notieed that in this vision the “son of man” did not eome from heaven 
to earth. Rather, his “eoming” is in the opposite direetion, to the “Aneient of Days” 
on the heavenly throne, to be given mlership, dignity, and kingdom. This passage, 
therefore, does not seem to be dealing with ehrist’s seeond eoming, but rather with 
his enthronement at his resurrection and exaltation. 

53 Professor Martin Hengel finds that Psalm 110:1 is used in twenty-one passages in 
the New Testament, seven of which are direet quotations. The passages are: Matt. 
22:44; 26:64; Mark 12:36; 14:62; 16:19; Luke 20:42f.; 22:69; Aets 2:33; 2:34f.; 
5:31; 7:55f.; Rom. 8:34; 1 Cor. 15:25; Eph. 1:20; Col.3:l; Heb. 1:3,13; 8:1; 
10:12f.; 12:2; and 1 Pet. 3:22. —M. Hengel, Studies in Early ehristology 
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark Ltd, 1995), p. 133. 

54 To sit “at the right hand of God” obviously means to sit with God on his throne, in 
view of Jesus’ statement at Rev. 3:21. This enthronement of Christ is not nullified 
by the faet that the letter to the Hebrews twice presents him as being seated “at 
the right hand of the throne of God.” (Heb. 8:1; 12:2) The language here, of course, 
is figurative. God is not sitting on a literal throne. At Matthew 5:34 Jesus says that 
“heaven . . . is God’s throne.” A “throne” is a symbol of mlership. Whether Christ is 
pictured as being seated on God’s throne or on a separate throne to the right of it, 
the meaning is the same, viz., that he is niling. Besides, as Professor Hengel 
argues, the sense of the text at Heb. 8:1 and 12:2 is “at the right hand o/ God on 
his throne, ’ rather than “at the right hand of the throne of God. ”— M. Hengel, op. 
eit., pp. 142, 148-49. Compare also Revelation 22:1, 3, which speaks of “the throne 
of God and of the Lamb” as one eommon throne only. 
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Thutmosis ni (c. 1490-1436 BCE) Pharaoh Horemheb (c. 1332-1305 BCE) 
at the right hand of his god Amon. at the right hand of his god Hortis. 



Amenophis H (c. 1427-01 BCE) and Amenophis m (1391-53 BCE) 
pictured on Bgyptian paintings as enfants on their nurses’ laps, with 
Egypt’s enemies plaeed as a footstool beneath the feet of the future kings. 


The image of the ldng as sitting on the throne of his god was also 
used in the BibKeal world outside the Bible, as was also the image 
of subjugated enemies being plaeed as a footstool under his feet. — 
R. Lepsms, Denkmàler aus Aegypten tmd Aetiophien (Berlin 1849—58), 
Vol. 5, Bl. 62 and 69a; L. Borehardt, Statnen und Statnetten von 
Konigen und Vrivatleuten (Berlin, 1925), Bl. 93:554; O. Keel, The 
Symbolism of the Biblieal Worìd (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1997), 
pp. 255, 263. 
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To overeome the problem ereated by the Scriptural evidenee for 
Christ’s universal rule “in the midst of his enemies” to have begun 
at the time of his resurrection and exaltation, the Watch Tower 
Soeiety explains that Girist’s sitting “at the right hand of God” 
means, not that he has been mling from then on, but rather that he 
has been sitting there ivaitingfor his mlership to begin. Support for this 
view is found in the way Psalm 110:1-2 is referred to at Hebrews 
10:12-13: 

When Christ returned to heaven after his resurrection, he did 
not start rnling then as King of God’s government. Rather, there 
was to be a time of waiting, as the apostle Paul explains: “This man 
[Jesus Christj offered one saerifiee for sins perpetually and sat 
down at the right hand of God, from then on envaìting until his 
enemies should be plaeed as a stool for his feet.” (Hebrews 10:12, 

13) When the time eame for Christ to begin to rule, Jehovah told 
him: “Go subduing [or, conquering] in the midst of your 
enemies.” 55 

This explanation of the word “awaiting” at Hebrews 10:12-13, 
however, ereates other problems. In his outline of the reign of 
ehrist at 1 Corinthians 15:24—28, the apostie Paul concludes by 
stating that “when all things will have been subjected to him 
[Christ], then the Son himself will also subject himself to the One 
who subjected all things to him, that God may be all things to 
everyone.” This statement gives rise to the following question: 

1. If ehrist would have to wait until God had put all enemies 
under his feet before his mlership eonld begin, and if he then, “when all 
things will have been subjected to him,” would hand over the 
kingdom to God, ivhat beeomes of his reign? When the time has eome 
for him to start mling, it is time for him to hand over the kingdom 
to God! 

Another question oeeasioned by the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
explanation is this: 

2. If Christ could not start mling until God had plaeed all his 
enemies as a stool for his feet, and if Christ’s rule began in 1914, 
how ean it be held that all enemies—including “the last enemy, 
death” (1 Corinthians 15:25)—had been put under his feet at that 
time? 


55 You Can Live Forever in Paradise on Earth (1982), pp. 136-37. The more reeent 
book Knowledge That Leads to Everlasting Life (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watchtower Bible 
and Traet Soeiety of New York, ine., 1995), similarly explains that Ohrist’s sitting 
at the right hand of God “indieates that Jesus’ mlership would not begin 
immediately after his aseension to heaven. Rather, he would wait” for this mlership 
to begin, that is, until 1914. (Pages 96-97. Emphasis added.) 
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Strangely, the Watch Tower Soeiety admits that these enemies 
mre still aetive at the time of Christ’s enthronement in 1914, so that 
his rule began “in the midst of his enemies.” In faet, his very first 
aetion as king is stated to have been an attaek on his ehief enemies, 
Satan and his angels, whom he is supposed to have thrown out of 
heaven in 1914! 56 

A third question to ask, therefore, is: 

3. If ehrist could not start mling until God had put all his 
enemies under his feet, how ean his rule have begun “in the midst of 
his enemies,” and why did he have to start his reign with a war 
against them? 

Obviously, an interpretation that is so patently ineonsistent 
eannot be eorreet. Christ’s “awaiting” at the right hand of God 
eannot have been a waiting for his mlership to hegin. Instead, as 
shown by other parallel passages, it has been a waiting for his mle 
“in the midst of his enemies” to end, to reaeh its conclusive stage. 

Christ’s sitting at the right hand of God eannot have been a 
period of passively waiting for God to put his enemies under his 
feet. To be sure, God is repeatedly pictured as the one who puts 
the enemies under the feet of Christ. But as shown already at Psalm 
110:12, it is Christ himself who takes aetion against these enemies, 
though in the power given him by God. Jehovah’s inviting him to 
sit down at his right hand is followed by tbe words: 

The rod of your strength Jehovah will send out from 
Zion,[saying:] ‘Go snbdning in the midst ofjonr enemies. ’ 

The text elearly indieates that this aetive mling in the midst of 
the enemies would begin as soon as Christ had sat down at the 
right hand of God, not after a waiting period of some 1900 years. 
Christ’s “waiting,” therefore, is best explained as his looking fonvard 
mth expectation to the end result of his oivn aetive exercise of rule, the final 
and eomplete vietory over his enemies. 57 

This is evidentiy also how the apostie Paul understood Christ’s 
sitting at the right hand of God, namely, as a period of aetive 
reigning on his part until he has put all enemies under his feet. In 
his first letter to the Corinthians, Paul explains: 

Then eomes the end, when he hands over the kingdom to God 
the Father, after he has destroyed every rnler and every anthority andpoiver. 


56 You Can Live Forever in Paradise on Earth ( 1982), pp. 136-38, 141. 

57 The Greek word for “awaiting” at Hebrews 10:13, ekdeehomai, means to “await, 
wait for, expect.”—Colin Brown (ed.), The Neu> International Dietionary of New 
Testament Theology, Vol. 2 (Exeter: The Paternoster Press, 1976), pp. 244-245. 
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For he must reign rntil he has pnt all his enemies under his feet. —1 

Corinthians 15:24—25, IVR5’1C 

Notiee that Paul is saying that Christ must reign until—not from the 
time ìi'hen—the enemies have been put under his feet. Aeeording to 
Paul, Christ has been ruling as king ever sinee his resurrection and 
exaltation. Christ’s enemies, of course, existed also at that time. His 
reign from that time onward, therefore, of neeessity has been a 
mling “in the midst of his enemies.” 

Paul’s statement indieates that the very purpose of Girist’s reign 
is to conquer and subjugate these enemies. When this purpose has 
been aeeomplished, he is to hand over the kingdom to God. As 
Bible eommentator T. C. Edwards aptly remarks in his eomment 
on this passage: 

This verse means that Christ reigns until He has put, after long 
protraeted warfare, all enemies under His feet. The reign of Christ, 
therefore, is not a millennium of peaee, but a perpetual eonfliet 
ending in a final trmmph. 58 

Thus, invested with “all authority in heaven and on the earth,” 
Christ has been mling even “subduing in the midst of his enemies,” 
ever sinee his resurrection and exaltation to the throne of God. 
Who are these “enemies” and in what way has Christ been 
“subduing” them sinee then? 

C-6: Rtiling “in the midst of his enemies” 

At Psalm 110:5-6 the enemies to be subjugated are portrayed as 
earthly kings and nations: 

Jehovah himself at your right hand will eertainly break kings to 
pieees on the day of his anger. He will execute judgement among 
the nations; he will cause a fullness of dead bodies. He wiU 
eertainly break to pieees the head one over a populous land. 59 


58 T. C. Edwards, Oommentary on the First Corínthians (Minneapolis: Kloek and Kloek, 

1979; reprint of the 1885 edition), p. 417. 

59 Daniel, too, in explaining Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of the image, pictures the 
enemies of God’s kingdom as earthly kingdoms. The four metals of the image are 
explained to mean four successive kingdoms or empires, starting with 
Nebuchadnezzar’s own kingdom. (Dan. 2:36-43) Then in verse 44 Daniel states 
that God’s kingdom would be set up “in the days of those kings.” Contextually, 
“those kings” ean only be a referenee to the kings existing at the time of the fourth 
kingdom deseribed in the preeeding verses (40-43). This supports the identifieation 
of the fourth kingdom with Rogme, which held power at the time of the setting up 
of Christ’s kingdom. As Daniel further explains, God’s kingdom would then “crush 
and put an end to all these kingdoms.” As this evidently is a parallel to ehrist’s 
“subduing in amidst his enemies” following his enthronement at the right hand of 
God, as deseribed in Psalm 110 and the New Testament, the “emshing” of the 
kingdoms should be understood as a protraeted warfare. 
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In the New Testament, however, the attention is turned from 
the visible enemies to the hostile powers of the spiritual world. 
Undoubtedly, the reason for this is that destmetion of earthly kings 
and nations hostile to Christ’s kingdom will not free the universe 
from the real enemies—the spiritual powers, who by means of sin 
and its consequence, death, keep men in slavery. As Paul explains, 
our wrestling is “not against blood and flesh, but against the 
govemments, against the anthorìties, against the ivorld rnlers of this darkness, 
against the meked spirìt forees in the heavenly plaees. Ephesians 6:12, 
NW. 

It is these spiritual powers that the New Testament writers, at 1 
Corinthians 15:24—26 and elsewhere, identify as Christ’s primary 
enemies, which he has been eombatting and finally will bring “to 
nothing.” 60 

Empowered with “all authority in heaven and on earth” it 
would, of course, have been an easy matter for Christ to instantly 
bring to nothing all these hostile powers. Some Bible passages 
actually present the warfare as already won at Christ’s resurrection 
and exaltation, and the powers as already conquered and subjected. 
(Colossians 2:15; 1 Peter 3:22) Such language, however, is evidently 
used to deseribe Christ’s all-embraeing power and elevated position 
sinee his resurrection, “far above every government and authority 
and power.” (Ephesians 1:21-22) As the author of the letter to the 
Hebrews elarifies, there is more involved, as “we do not yet see all 
things in subjection to him.”—Hebrews 2:8, NW. 

if Christ’s prineipal enemies are the hostile spiritual powers, his 
“subduing” in amidst them ean hardly mean that he is subjugating 
them in a protraeted pbysieal or literal warfare. As explained by the 
apostle Paul, Satan, “the mler of the authority of the air, the spirit 
that now operates in the sons of disobedienee,” is able to hold men 
in slavery only because of their trespasses and sins. (Ephesians 2:1- 
2, NW) Through Christ’s death, however, God provided a “release 
by ransom, the forgiveness of our sins,” by which it was made 
possible for man to be “delivered . . . from the authority of the 
darkness and transferred . . . into the kingdom of the Son of his 
love.”—Colossians 1:13-14, NIE. 

Throughout the centuries, millions upon millions of people, by 
their faith in Christ have been delivered from the “authority of 

60 Aeeording to Oolossians 1:15-16, the spiritual powers were originally ereated by 
means of Ohrist. Later a number of them, headed by Satan, “the ruler of the 
authority of the air,” “did not keep their original position” but beeame enemies of 
God. (Judea, verse 6)—Compare Dr. G. Delling’s discussion of these powers in G. 
Kittel (ed.), Theologieal Dietionary of the New Testament, Vol. 1 (Grand Rapids: Wm. 
B. Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1964), pp. 482-84. 
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darkness”. By such conquests “in amidst his enemies” Christ’s 
kingdom has been inereasing and truly been proved to be 
victorious. The Bible, therefore, presents Christ’s death for our sins 
as a turning-point for mankind and as a deeisive vietory over Satan, 
the head of the hostile powers in the spirituai world. (Hebrews 
2:14—15) Though still aetive, their power and influence sinee then 
are restrieted and curbed. They have not been able to prevent the 
good news about Jesus Christ to reaeh growing numbers of people 
around the world, making it possible for them to be delivered from 
the “authority of darkness” and brought under the authority of 
Christ. 

C-7; The “easting out” of Satan 

In the metaphorieal language of the Bible, someone’s elevation to a 
high position may be spoken of as his being “exalted to heaven” or 
“to the skies,” where he may be likened to a shining star. 61 
Correspondingly, someone’s humiliation, defeat or fall from a high 
position may be likened to a throwing down or falling “from 
heaven.” 62 In his predietion of the fall of the proud and arrogant 
king of Babylon, Isaiah the prophet used this imagery: 

O how you have fallen from heaven, you shining one, son of 
the dawn! . . . As for you, you have said in your heart, “To the 
heavens I shall go up. Above the stars of God I shall lift up my 
throne, and I shall sit down upon the mountain of meeting, in the 
remotest parts of the north. I shall go up above the high plaees of 
the clouds; I shall make myself resemble the Most High” 
However, down to Sheol you will be brought, to the remotest 
parts of the pit. —Isaiah 14:12-15 , IVII 7 . 63 

Jesus, too, used similar language in speaking of the town of 
Capernaum, which he had ehosen as his dwelling-place and where 
he had performed many of his miraeles. (Matthew 4:13—16) This, 
however, would not beeome a reason for the town to boast: 

And you, Capernaum, will you perhaps be exalted to heaven? 
Down to Hades you will eome! —Luke 10:15, NW. 


61 Similarly, in the English language we may speak of someone being “praised to the 
skies.” 

62 The same metaphors are also found in extra-Biblical sources from aneient times. 
For example, Cicero and Horaee (lst century B.C.E.) both likened a fall from a 
great politieal height to a “fall from heaven.”—See Edward J. Young, The Book of 
Isaiah (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publ. Co., 2nd ed. 1972), p. 440, note 77. 

63 Compare Daniel 8:9-12, which uses the same figurative language in deseribing the 
presumptuous aetions of the “little horn,” usually understood as referring to the 
attempt of the Seleucid king Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175-164 B.C.E.) to root out 
the worship of Jehovah at the temple of the Jews. 
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Another example of this manner of speeeh is found in the 
subsequent verses, which tell of the seventy diseiples sent out by 
Jesus, who now returned with joy, saying: “Lord, even the demons 
are made subject to us by the use of your name.” Their joyful 
report was evidently owing to their success in expelling demons, 
thanks to the power bestowed upon them by Jesus at his sending 
them out. (Luke 10:1, 19) In answer, Jesus said: “I began to behold 
Satan already fallen like a lightning from heaven”—Luke 10:17—18, 
NW. 

It does not seem likely that Jesus meant he saw Satan literally 
falling from heaven. Rather, his statement vividly expressed the 
excitement he felt at the diseiples’ report, as he knew that their 
successful ministry (as well as his own) portended the imminent fall 
of Satan from his position of power. 

That the death, resurrection and exaltation of Jesus Christ would 
mean a deeisive defeat for Satan is also indieated by what he said to 
the Jews at his arrival in Jemsalem a few days before his death: 

Now there is a judging of this world; noiv the rnler of this ivorld 
ivill be east ont .—John 12:31, NIV. 

It is evidently this vietory over Satan and his angels that is 
depieted in symbolie seenes at Revelation 12:1-12. In a vision the 
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The woman arrayed with the sun, the seven-headed dragon, and 
the ehild caught away to the throne of God as pictured in The 
Watchtomr magazine of May 1, 1981, page 20. Aeeording to the 
present Watch Tower teaehing, this prophetie seene was fulfilled in 
1914, when Christ’s kingdom (the ehild) is said to have been 
established (born) in heaven by “God’s heavenly organization” 
(the woman), despite the effort of Satan (the dragon) to prevent 
Christ’s enthronement. 
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apostle John saw “in heaven” a pregnant woman, “arrayed with the 
sun, and the moon was under her feet, and on her head was a 
crown of twelve stars.” A great seven-headed dragon, later 
identified as “the original serpent, the one ealled Devil and Satan,” 
was seen standing before the woman ready to devour her ehild. 
The woman “gave birth to a son, a male, who is to shepherd all the 
nations with an iron rod. And her ehild n>as caught aivay to God and to 
his throne. ”—Revelation 12:1-5, NW. 

This eannot possibly picture the setting up of Christ’s kingdom 
in heaven in 1914, as the Watch Tower Soeiety holds. How could 
Christ’s kingdom have been so weak in 1914 that it ran the risk of 
being devoured by Satan and therefore had to be “caught away” 
from his gaping jaws to God’s throne? Such a view is in the most 
pointed eontrast to the New Testament teaehing that Christ ever 
sinee his resurrection is in possession of “all authority in heaven 
and on earth” and is exalted “far above every government and 
authority and power and lordship.”—Matthew 28:18; Ephesians 
1:21, NW. 

There was only one time when Jesus Christ apparently was in 
such a vulnerable situation that Satan felt he could “devour” him, 
and that was during his earthly life. It was during this period that 
Satan attempted to thwart the “birth” of Christ as the ruler of the 
world. From the child-murders in Bethlehem to Jesus’ final 
execution under Pontius Pilate, Jesus was his ehief target. Satan did 
not succeed, however, as Christ was resurrected and “caught away 
to God and to his throne.” 

As has often been notieed, the presentation of Christ’s 
enthronement as a “birth” at Revelation 12:5 is an allusion to 
Psalm 2:6-9: 

”1, even I, have installed my king upon Zion, my holy 
mountain.” Let me refer to the deeree ofjehovah; He has said to 
me: “You are my son; I, today, I have beeome your father. Ask of 
me, that I may give nations as your inheritanee and the end of the 
earth as your own possession. You will break them with an iron 
seepter, as though a potter’s vessel you will dash them to pieees.” 
(NW) 

The New Testament writers repeatedly apply this psalm to 
ehrist’s exaltation to the right hand of God. (Aets 13:32-33; 


64 Notiee also how the “wrath” of “the kings of the earth” against “Jehovah and 
against his anointed one” at Psalm 2:1-3 is direetly applied by the apostle Peter at 
Aets 4:25-28 to the aetions taken against Jesus by the Jewish and Roman 
authorities. The same passage is also alluded to at Revelation 11:15-18, which 
first refers to the beginning of Ohrist’s universal reign in the midst of his wrathful 
enemies and then about God’s “wrath” upon these enemies. 
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Romans 1:4; Hebrews 1:5; 5:5) 64 This Messianie psalm also, like 
Revelation 12:5, speaks of Gmst as been given the power to emsh 
the nations “with an iron seepter.” 65 

At Revelation 12:7—12 another seene “in heaven” is presented to 
John, a war seene: “Miehael and his angels battied with the dragon, 
and the dragon and its angels battied” with them. The battie ended 
in a eomplete defeat for Satan and his angels: 

So down the great dragon was hurled, the original serpent, the 
one ealled Devil and Satan, who is misleading the entire inhabited 
earth; he was hurled down to the earth, and his angels were hurled 
down with him. And I heard a loud voiee in heaven say: “Now 
have eome to pass the salvation and the power and the kingdom 
of our God and the authority of his Christ, because the accuser of 
our brothers has been hurled down, who accuses them day and 
night before our God.”—Revelation 12:9-10, NW. 

The exclamation following the “easting out” of Satan and his 
angels, that “now has eome to pass the salvation and the power 
and the kingdom of our God and the authority of his Christ,” 
elearly points to the time of the death, resurrection and exaltation 
of Christ, who at that time was given all authority in heaven and on 
earth. 

That the “war in heaven” hardly is meant to be taken as a literal 
war is indieated by the subsequent verses. When Satan had been 
hurled down to the earth, he persecuted the heavenly “woman” 
and then “went off to n>age ivar with the remaining ones of her 
seed” who “have the work of bearing witness to Jesus” (Revelation 
12:13-17). Verse 11 states that followers of Christ who beeame 
martyrs in this war “conquered him [Satan] because of the blood of 
the Lamb and because of the word of their witnessing”. 

This explains the nature of the “war”: Through his death as a 
saerifieial lamb, Christ conquered Satan and brought about his “fall 
from heaven”. Christian martyrs are shown to be partakers in this 
vietory, being enabled to conquer Satan “because of the blood of 
the Lamb.” Satan, the “accuser,” is no longer able to accuse them 
“day and night before our God” because, through the death of 
Christ, their sins are forgiven. To all appearanees, then, the “war in 
heaven” is a figurative presentation of Christ’s vietory over Satan 
through his saerifieial death as a Lamb. Obviously, this “war” has 
nothing to do with the year 1914. 


65 As Christ explained to the eongregation in Thyatira, he was already at that time in 
possession of this “iron rod” and could, therefore, promise to share his “authority 
over the nations” with the one “that conquers and observes my deeds down to the 
end,” —Revelation 2:26-27, NW. 
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As was shown above, the failed predietion that the trampling down 
of Jemsalem would end in 1914 neeessitated a reinterpretation of 
this idea. When the year 1914 had passed and the eity of Jemsalem 
continued to be eontrolled by Gentile nations, the Watch Tower 
Soeiety finally ehanged the loeation to heavenly Jemsalem, arguing 
that the trampling down ended by the setting up of Christ’s 
kingdom in heaven in 1914. 

This idea, however, was shown to be eontradieted by several 
texts in the Bible, which unequivocally establish that Christ’s 
universal kingdom was set up at his resurrection and exaltation, 
when he also began to rule “in the midst of his enemies.” 

Finally, the elaim that Satan was hurled down from heaven in 
1914 was examined and found to be biblieally untenable. The Bible 
brings it out elearly that the “fall of Satan” was oeeasioned by 
Christ’s death and resurrection. 

Thus, a number of events that the Watch Tower Soeiety elaims 
to have taken plaee in 1914 are actually shown by the Bible to have 
occurred at Christ’s death, resurrection, and exaltation. 

What, then, about 1914? Does this year have any prophetie 
meaning at all? 

D. 1914 IN PERSPECTIVE 

As discussed in Chapter 1, the upheavals in Europe and other 
parts of the world brought about by the Freneh Revolution and the 
Napoleonie Wars impelled many to believe that the “time of the 
end” had begun in 1798 or thereabouts, and that Christ would 
return before the end of that generation. Numerous schedules for 
the end-time events were worked out, which later on either had to 
be serapped or revised. 

When, finally, the nineteenth century was gone and the ehaotie 
events that inaugurated that century beeame inereasingly remote, 
the prophetie signifieanee attaehed to the period faded away and 
was soon forgotten by most people. 

The ehaotie events of 1914-18, too, now belong to the early 
part of a past century. Is it possible that the interpretations 
attaehed to the 1914 date will also fade away and finally be 
abandoned and forgottten? There are reasons to believe that this 
date will not so easily be done away with. 

It is not just a question of an erroneous ehronology that has to 
be eorreeted. The unique elaims of the Watch Tower movement 
are elosely eonneeted with the year 1914. 



The “Seven Times” of Daniel 275 


If the leaders of the Watch Tower organization would admit 
that Christ’s kingdom n>as not set up in 1914 and that Christ did not 
eome invisibly that year, they would also have to admit that Christ 
did not make any speeifie inspeetion of the Christian denominations 
at that time and did not appoint the members of the Russellite 
movement “over his domesties” in 1919. Then they would have to 
admit that their elaim of being God’s sole “ehannel” and 
“mouthpiece” on earth is false, and that they for almost a whole 
century have appeared on the world seene in a false role with a false 
message. 

So much of the movement’s identity is invested in the 1914 date 
that it would be an unthinkable step to admit that the sophistieated 
system of prophetie explanations infused into that date is nothing 
but a pipe dream. To openly eonfess this would amount to 
theologieal suicide. It’s hardly likely that the present leaders of the 
organization are prepared to undercut their own power base by a 
frank admission of abjeet human failure. 

Besides, the Watch Tower Soeiety insists that not only its 
ehronology, but also the events sinee 1914 prove that this date marked 
the beginning of the “time of the end.” 66 Referring to Jesus’ 
propheey at Matthew 24, it is held that wars, famines, pestilenees, 
earthquakes, lawlessness, and other ealamities sinee 1914 constitute 
the “sign” of Girist’s “invisible presenee” sinee that year. Although 
it is admitted that earlier generations, too, have had their share of 
such ealamities, the Watch Tower Soeiety elaims that they have 
been inereasing on an nnpreeedented seale sinee 1914. Is this true? 

To be able to eheek if this elaim is eorreet, it is neeessary to 
examine the extent of these ealamities in earlier centuries, 
something that so far has never been done in the Watchtower 
publications. As most people to a great extent are strangers to the 
past, they are usually easy to eonvinee that the period sinee 1914 
has been more disastrous than earlier periods. Most people may 
find it diffìcult to believe that this conclusion is disproved hy a earefoil 
examination of the extent of the ealamities in the past. 

An examination of history shows that most of the ealamities 
mentioned byjesus at Matthew 24 have not inereased sinee 1914, 
and that some of them, such as famines and pestilenees, even have 

66 On p. 95 of the book Reasoning from the Scriptures (1985) the Watch Tower Soeiety 
summarizes these “two lines of evidenee” as follows: “Why do Jehovah’s Witnesses 
say that God’s Kingdom was established in 1914? Two lines of evidenee point to 
that year: (1) Bible ehronology and (2) the events sinee 1914 in fulfillment of 
propheey.” 
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deereased markedly sinee that year! The historieal evidenee of this is 
discussed in the work The Sign of the LastDays — When? 67 

If 1914 did not mark the end of the Gentile times, nor the 
beginning of Girist’s invisible presenee, why did the First World 
War break out at a date predieted thirty-nine years in advanee? This 
may seem very remarkable. But it must first be remembered that 
none of the things predieted to occur on that date actually 
happened. Seeondly, an endless number of dates have been set for 
the seeond eoming of Christ, and also for the end of the Gentile 
times. A predieted date sometimes aeeidentally happens to eoineide 
with some important historieal event, although the event itself was 
not predieted. Such a eoineidenee may be almost unavoidable if 
nearlyy every yyear during a eertain period have been pointed to in 
advanee by various expositors! 

Of the many dates fixed for the expiration of the Gentile times, 
some were put very near to the 1914 date: 1915 (Guinness, 1886), 
1917 (J. A. Brown, 1823), 1918 (Biekersteth, 1850), 1919 
(Habershon, 1844), 1922 (The Prophetie Times, Deeember 1870), and 
1923 (Guinness, 1886). 68 

The Watch Tower Soeiety made many predietions regarding 
1914, but the outbreak of a major war in Europe was not one of 
them. It did not lead to the “universal anarehy” that had been 
predieted. That a major event happened to take plaee in that year is 
not remarkable. Somewhat more remarkable is when a predieted 
date produces an event that does have some apparent relation to the 
events foretold for the date in question. This, too, has happened. 
For example, 1917 would, aeeording to John Aquila Brown in 
1823, see “the full glory of the kingdom of Israel . . . perfeeted.” 69 
Although this did not happen in 1917, an important step was taken 
that year toward the establishment of the state of Israel. 70 


67 C. O. Jonsson & W. Herbst, The Sign of the Last Days — When? (Atlanta: 
Commentary Press, 1987). xv+271 pages. Available from Oommentary Press, P.O. 
Box 43532, Atlanta, Georgia 30336, USA. 

68 See Table 2 of ehapter 1. 

69 See ehapter 1, note 24. 

70 See note 44 above. Another example is the predietions that pointed forward to 1941 
as the culmination of the “time of trouble.” A number of expositors of the 
propheeies, inehrding John Baeon (in 1799), George Stanley Faber (in 1811), 
Edward D. Griffin (in 1813), Joseph Emerson (in 1818), George Duffield (in 1842), 
and E. B. Elliott (in 1862), ended the 1260 year-days in 1866 and the 1335 year- 
days in 1941, arguing that the “time of the end” was a period of 75 years (the 
differenee between 1335 and 1260). This “time of trouble” would culminate in 1941 
and be followed by the millennium. 1941 was eertainly a “time of trouble” as it was 
in this year that the United States joined the war that had started in 1939 and it 
was turned into a world war. The millennium, however, did not follow. — See 
LeRoy Edwin Froom, The Prophetie Faith of Our Fathers, Vol. III (Washington, D.C.: 
Review and Herald, 1946), pp. 721-22; Vol. IV (1954), pp. 73, 105-06, 174, 262, 
337. 
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More remarkable still was Robert Fleming’s predietion that the 
Freneh monarehy would fall towards the end of the eighteenth 
century, a predietion made nearly a hnndredjears prìor to that eventl 
Fleming’s book The BJse and Fall of Tapaey was first published in 
1701. Commenting upon the fourth vial at Revelation 16:8—9, he 
identifies the “sun” as the Papaey, and Franee as instmmental in 
pouring out the fourth vial. After that, Franee itself wili be 
humbled: 

We may justly suppose that the Freneh monarehj, after it has 
seorehed others, will itself consume by doing so—its fire, and that 
which is the fuel that maintains it, wasting insensibly, till it be 
exhausted at last towards the end of this century. 71 

I eannot but hope that some new mortifieation of the ehief 
supporters of Antiehrist will then happen; and perhaps the Freneh 
monarehy may begin to be eonsiderably humbled about that time; 
that whereas the present Freneh king takes the sun for his emblem, 
and this for his motto, “Nee pluribus impar,” he may at length, or 
rather his successors, and the monarehj itself (at least before the jear 
1794) be foreed to acknowledge that, in respeet to neighbouring 
potentates, he is even “Singulis impar.” But as to the expiration of 
this vial, I do fear it will not be until the year 1794. ‘ 

Shordy after the Republic had been proelaimed in 1792, when 
the horrors of the Freneh Revolution were at their most extreme 
and Loiiis XVI was about to die on the seaffold, Fleming’s 
remarkable “predietions” were reealled to memory. Thus his book 
began to be reprinted both in England and Ameriea. The sensation 
his predietions produced was great and caused much excitement; 
and their (partial) fulfillment was a strong ineentive to inereased 
study of biblieal propheeies after the Freneh Revolution. 

Fleming’s calculation of the 1,260 year-days (552-1794) was 
taken over by many others, although the termination date for them 
was soon ehanged by many from 1794 to 1798, the year when the 
Pope was deposed as ruler of the Papal States and banished by 
Freneh troops. Thus the 1798 date eame to be regarded as marking 
the beginning of the “time of the end” by Adventist groups. The 
ealeiilation was later adopted also by C. T. Russell and his followers 

71 Robert Fleming, Jr., The Rise and Fall of Papaey (London, 1849; reprint of the 1701 
edition), p.68. Emphasis added. 

72 Ibid., p. 64. Emphasis added. 
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but ehanged slightly (in the 1880’s) to the following year, 1799. The 
Seventh-Day Adventists still believe that the “time of the end” 
began in 1798. 

Should not “fulfilled” predietions of this kind help us to take a 
more sober view of the 1914 date? 

In Chapters 3 and 4 of this work much strong evidenee was 
presented against the 607 B.C.E. date as the year of the destmetion 
of Jemsalem and the starting-point of the 2,520 year Gentile times 
calculation. 

In Chapter 5 it was demonstrated that the seventy-year 
propheey is in good agreement with the 587 B.C.E. date for the fall 
of Jemsalem to Nebuchadnezzar. Thus, the 2,520 years could not 
have ended in 1914. 

Then, in this ehapter, it has been shown that a ehange of the 
expiration date of those times from 1914 to 1934 resulted in just 
another failed propheey. Next, the question was raised, “Is the 
2,520-year calculation really founded on a sound biblieal basis?” 
The examination that followed demonstrated it is not. Finally, the 
reevaluation of the meaning of the 1914 date in the Watch Tower 
publications sinee 1922 was examined and found to be defieient. 

For all these reasons, should not the 1914 date be wholly and 
entirely disearded as the pivotal point in the applieation of Bible 
propheeies to our time? The answer is a resounding “YES!” 

E. SOME NOTES ON THE “GENTILE TIMES” OF LUKE 

21:24 

What, then, about the period ealled “times of the Gentiles”? If it 
does not refer to a period of 2,520 years , to what period may this 
expression refer? 

The phrase “times of the Gentiles” (”appointed times of the 
nations,” NW) occurs in the lengthy propheey of Jesus known as 
the Olivet diseonrse. This discourse is reeorded by all the three 
Synopties (Matthew 24, Mark 13, and Luke 21). Only Luke, 
however, uses the expression “times of Gentiles” (kairoí ethnón). 
The phrase is used in eonneetion with Jesus’ predietion of the 
eoming judgment upon Jemsalem and the Jewish nation. Stating 
that there would be “great distress in the land and wrath against 
this people,” Jesus went on to explain how this “wrath” would be 
vented on the people: 

They will fall by the sword and will be taken as prisoners to all 

the nations. Jemsalem will be trampled on by the Gentiles until the 

times of the Gentiles (kairoí ethnón) are fiilfilled. — Luke 21:24, NIV. 
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Following normal English usage, translators have usually 
employed the definite artiele when rendering the words kairoí ethnón 
as, “the times of the Gentiles.” In Greek, the use of the definite 
artiele would point to a definite and well-known period. Sinee, 
however, the definite artiele is not found in the Greek text, the 
phrase “times of Gentiles” ean refer to an impreeise period rather 
than one speeifie period already known to the readers (or listeners). 

The words kairoí ethnón have been variously interpreted 
throughout the centuries. Bible eommentator Dr. Alfred Plummer 
observed: 

The “seasons of the Gentiles” or “opportunities of the Gen- 
tiles” eannot be interpreted with eertainty. Either (1) Seasons for 
executing the Divine judgements; or (2) for lording it over Israel; 
or (3) for existing as Gentiles; or (4) for themselves beeoming 
subject to Divine judgements; or (5) Opportimities of turning to 
God; or (6) of possessing the privileges which the Jews had 
forfeited. The first and last are best, and they are not mutually 
exclusive. 73 

A few eomments may be neeessary to elarify what may be 
implied in eaeh of these alternatives: 

(1) Seasonsfor executing the divine judgments 

A number of expositors understand the “times of Gentiles” as the 
period allotted to the Gentile armies of Rome for executing the 
divine judgment upon the Jewish nation and its eapital. As the 
period required for erashing the Jewish rebellion and recapturing 
Jerasalem lasted for about three and a half years—from the arrival 
of Vespasian’s armies in Galilee in the spring of 67 until the 
desolation of Jerasalem by Titus’ armies in the autumn of 70 
C.E.—these expositors usually also equate the “times of Gentiles” 
with the “42 months” of Revelation 11:2, during which period the 
Gentiles would “trample on the holy eity.” 74 

(2) Seasonsfor lording it over Israel 

In this view the “times of Gentiles” are understood as referring to 
the period of Gentile domination of Jerasalem, dating either from 
70 C.E. or from an earlier point of time. 


73 Alfred Plummer, A Crìtical and Exegetical Oommentary on the Gospel aeeording to S. 
Luke. International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T. 8s T. Clark, 1896), p. 483. 

74 Dr. Milton S. Terry, for example, who adopted this view, states: “These ‘times of the 
Gentiles’ are obviously the period allotted to the Gentiles to tread down Jemsalem, 
and those times are fulfilled as soon as the nations shall have aeeomplished their 
work of treading down the holy eity.”—M. S. Terry, Biblieal Apoealypties (Grand 
Rapids, Miehigan: Baker Book House, 1988. Reprint of the 1898 edition), p. 367. 
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It is eertainly tme that Jemsalem, after the destmetion of the eity 
in the year 70 C.E., was eontrolled by a successive number of non- 
Jewish nations: Rome (up to 614 C.E.), Persia (up to 628 C.E.), the 
Byzantine Empire (up to 638 C.E.), the Saraeen Empire (up to 
1073 C.E.), the Seljuks (up to 1099), the Christian Crusader 
Kingdom (up to 1291 C.E., intermpted by brief periods of 
Egyptian eontrol), Egypt (up to 1517 C.E.), Turkey (up to 1917 
C.E.), Great Britain (up to 1948 C.E.), and Jordan (up to 1967, 
when Israel gained eontrol of the old walled eity of Jemsalem). 75 

Many expositors regard this long period of Gentile domination 
as the “times of Gentiles,” or at least as a part of this period, 
arguing that the restoration of the state of Israel marks the end of 
the “times of Gentiles.” For this reason, many of these expositors 
believe that the “times of Gentiles” ended either in 1948 or in 
1967. 76 

(3) Seasonsfor existing as Gentiles 

Aeeording to this view, Jesus was saying that Jemsalem would be 
trampled upon by Gentile nations as long as there are any Gentile 
nations on earth. The “times of Gentiles” are simply regarded as 
referring to the whole period of human history during which there 
have been and will be nations on earth. 

If the Jews ean be said to have resumed full eontrol of Jemsalem 
in 1967, it has to be concluded that the Gentile nations have 
continued to exist on earth after the end of the “Gentile times.” 
This, of course, would invalidate the view under discussion. 

However, it may also be argued that, although the Jews have 
been in eontrol of Jemsalem sinee 1967, the most eentral part of 
the eity, the old temple site, is still in the hands of the Arabs, and 
this site is still occupied by the Muslim “Dome of the Roek” 
edifiee. For this reason it may be held that Jemsalem is still being 
“trampled on” or deseerated by “Gentiles.” 

75 A detailed history of the long period of foreign eontrol of Jemsalem is included in 
Karen Armstrong, Jemsalem. One Citv, Three Faiths (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
ine., 1996). 

76 An excellent overview of the applieations of Luke 21:24 and other Biblieal 
propheeies given by various expositors to Israel’s conquest of Jemsalem in 1967 
and the subsequent events is found in Dwight Wilson, Armageddon Now! (Tyler, 
Texas: Institute for ehristian Eeonomies, 1991; reprint of the 1977 edition), pp. 
188-214. An update sinee 1977 is included in the Foreword on pp. xxv-xlii. A very 
thorough discussion of the various aspeets of the signifieanee of Jerusalem in 
Jesus’ propheey ean be found in the book Jesus and the Holy City, by P. W. L. 
Walker (Grand Rapids: Eerdmann’s, 1996). 
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(4) seasons for the Gentiles beeoming siibjeet to divine 
jiidgments 

Advoeates of this view argue that the “times of Gentiles” refer to 
the period for a judgment of the Gentile nations. This period, 
therefore, is still future. As the Roman war against the Jews in the 
period 67-70 C.E. was a time for the judgment of the Jewish 
nation, so there will also be a time for the judgment of the Gentile 
nations. Until these “times of Gentiles” arrive, the Gentiles will 
continue to trample on Jemsalem. 77 

(5) Opportiinities of tuming to God 

Those holding this view eonneet the “times of Gentiles” with 
Paul’s statement at Romans 11:25 that “a partial hardening has 
happened to Israel until the foillness of Gentiles has eome in” (NASB). 
It is argued that the “times of Gentiles” are related to this “fullness 
of Gentiles” and refer to the times of Gentile mission. This 
understanding evidently implies that the “times of Gentiles” began 
with the eonversion of Cornelius. (Aets 10:1—48) These times of 
Gentile mission, as well as the times of trampling on Jemsalem by 
Gentile nations, will continue “until the fullness of Gentiles has 
eome in.’ 78 

(6) Opportunities of possessing the privileges which the 
Jews had forfeited 

This view is related to the previous one. Due to unfaithfulness 
the Jewish nation was judged and the privileges were taken away 
from the Jews and offered to the Gentiles. (Matthew 21:43) The 
period during which these privileges are made available to the 
Gentiles is regarded as the “rimes of Gentiles.” 

As may be seen, there are various possible interpretations of the 
phrase “times of Gentiles,” even without the applieation of the 
“year- day prineiple” to the period. It must be reeognized that the 
phrase itself is stated in Scripture without any speeifie 
aeeompanying qualification. To determine which view or views 
give greater evidenee of validity would require a detailed and 


77 For a reeent exposition of this view, see Dr. John Nolland, Luke 18:35-24:53. Word 
Biblieal Commentary 35c (Dallas: Word Books, 1993), pp. 1002-1003. 

78 The note to Luke 21:24 in The NTV Study Bible refleets this view: “The Gentiles 
would have both spiritual opportunities (Mk 13:10; ef. Lk 20:16; Ro 11:25) and 
domination of Jemsalem, but these times will end when God’s purpose for the 
Gentiles has been fulfilled.” Compare also Darrell L. Boek, Luke, Vol. 2 (Grand 
Rapids, Miehigan: Baker Books, 1996), pp. 1680-1681. 
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extensive discussion of eaeh of the various alternatives. Such an 
analysis is beyond the seope of this work, the main purpose of 
which has been to examine the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
interpretation of the “times of Gentiles” and to demonstrate why 
that interpretation is both historieally and Biblieally untenable. Any 
further discussion of the faetors involved in the meaning of the 
phrase “times of Gentiles,” therefore, will have to be reserved for 
another oeeasion. 



7 


ATTEMPTS TO OVEROOME THE 
EVIDENOE 


A S RELATED in the Introduction, the original manuscript of this 
work was first presented to the Watch Tower Soeiety in 1977. 
During the subsequent eorrespondenee with the headquarters of 
that organization, additional lines of evidenee were presented 
which were later included in the published edition of the work in 
1983. 

In possession of all this information, it might be expected that 
the Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses at the Brooklyn 
headquarters would have been prepared to reevaluate their Gentile 
times calculation in aeeord with their stated interest in biblieal truth 
and historieal faets. On the eontrary, they ehose to retain and 
defend the 607 B.C.E. date and the interpretations founded upon 
it. 1 

1 Several years before the treatise was sent to the Brooklyn headquarters, some 
members on the writing staff had begun to see the weakness of the prophetie 
interpretations attaehed to the 1914 date. These included Edward Dunlap, former 
Registrar of Gilead Sehool, and Governing Body member Raymond Franz. These 
researehers, therefore, could agree with the conclusion that the 607 B.C.E. date 
for the destmetion of Jemsalem is ehronologieally insupportable. Some others on 
the writing staff, too, who read the treatise, eame to realize that the 607 B.C.E. 
date laeked support in history and began to feel serious doubts about the date. 
(The writing staff at that time included about 18 members.) Even Governing Body 
member Lyman Swingle expressed himself before the other Body members to the 
effeet that the Watch Tower organization got their 1914 date (which depends on 
the 607 B.C.E. date) from the Seeond Adventists “loek, stoek and barrel.” However, 
the attempts by Raymond Franz and Lyman Swingle to bring up the evidenee for 
discussion on the Governing Body met unfavorable response. The other members 
on the Body did not see fit to discuss the subject, but deeided to continue to 
advoeate the 1914 date.—See Raymond Franz, Crìsis of Conscience (Atlanta: 
Commentary Press, 1983 and later editions), pp. 140-143, 214-216. 
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A. THE WATCH TOWER SOCIETY’S 
APPENDIX TO “LET YOUR KINGDOM COME” 

The new defense of the 607 B.C.E. date appeared in a book 
published in 1981 entitled “Let Your Kingdom Come”. In ehapter 14 
(pages 127-140) of the book anothet discussion of the Gentile 
times calculation is presented, which does not differ materially 
from previous discussions of the subject in the Watch Tower 
publications. But in a separate “Appendix to Chapter 14” at the 
end of the book, some of the lines of evidenee weighing against the 
607 B.C.E. date are now briefly discussed—and rejeeted. 2 The 
discussion, though, is seriously laeking in objeetivity and proves to 
be nothing more than a weak attempt to eoneeal faets. 

In the area of historieal researeh an event is generally regarded 
as a “historieal faet” if it is testified to by at least two independent 
witnesses. We reeognize this rule from the Bible: “At the mouth of 
tm or three mtnesses every matter may be established.” (Matthew 
18:16) In Chapter 2 of the first edition of the present work seven 
historieal “witnesses” against the 607 B.C.E. date were presented, 
at least four of which elearly qualify as independent witnesses. 
Most of the reeords giving this seven-fold testimony are found on 
documents preserved from the Neo-Babylonian era itself. These 
include royal inseriptions, business documents and the Apis stelae 
from the eontemporary Egyptian Saite dynasty. Only the 
astronomieal diaries, Berossus’ Neo-Babylonian ehronology and 
the king list of the Royal Canon (”Ptolemy’s Canon”) are found on 
later documents, but those reeords, too, were seen to be eopied 
from earlier ones that—direetly or indireetly—went baek to the 
Neo-Babylonian era. 

In Chapters 3 and 4 of the present updated edition of the work, 
the original seven lines of evidenee are inereased to seventeen. The 
added lines of evidenee include prosopographieal evidenee, 
ehronologieal interloeking joints, and an additional number of 
astronomieal texts (three planetary tablets and five lunar eelipse 
texts). The evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date, therefore, is 
overwhelming, and very few reigns in aneient history may be 

(continued on page 289) 

2 ”Let Your Kingdom Come” (New York: Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 1981), 
pp. 186-189. The book was written by Governing Body member Lloyd Barry. The 
“Appendix to ehapter 14,” however, was written by someone else, possibly Gene 
Smalley, a member of the writing staff. The “spadework” was probably done by 
John Albu, a seholarly Witness in New York. Aeeording to Raymond Franz, Albu 
has speeialized in Neo-Babylonian ehronology on behalf of the Watch Tower 
Soeiety and did some researeh in eonneetion with my treatise at the request of the 
Writing Department. 
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The Watch Tower Soeiety’s “Appendix to Chapter 14” in the book 
“Let your Kingdom Come” (1981), pages 186-189: 

APPENDIXTO CHAPTER 14 

Historians hold that Babylon fell to Cyrus’ army in Oetober 539 
B.C.E. Nabonidus was then king, but his son Belshazzar was co-ruler 
of Babylon. Some seholars have worked out a list of the Neo- 
Babylonian kings and the length of their reigns, from the last year of 
Nabonidus baek to Nebuchadnezzar’s father Nabopolassar. 

Aeeording to that Neo-Babylonian ehronology, Crown-prince 
Nebuchadnezzar defeated the Egyptians at the battle of Carchemish in 
605 B.C.E. (Jeremiah 46:1, 2) After Nabopolassar died 

Nebuchadnezzar returned to Babylon to assume the throne. His first 
regnal year began the following spring (604 B.C.E.). 

The Bible reports that the Babylonians under Nebuchadnezzar 
destroyed Jerusalem in his 18th regnal year (19th when aeeession 
year is included). (Jeremiah 52:5, 12, 13, 29) Thus if one aeeepted the 
above Neo-Babylonian ehronology, the desolation of Jerusalem would 
have been in the year 587/6 B.C.E. But on what is this secular 
ehronology based and how does it eompare with the ehronology of the 
Bible? 

Some major lines of evidenee for this secular ehronology are: 

Ptolemy's Canon: Claudius Ptolemy was a Greek astronomer 
who lived in the seeond century C.E. His Canon, or list of kings, was 
eonneeted with a work on astronomy that he produced. Most modern 
historians aeeept Ptolemy’s information about the Neo-Babylonian 
kings and the length of their reigns (though Ptolemy does omit the 
reign of Labashi-Marduk). Evidently Ptolemy based his historieal 
information on sources dating from the Seleucid period, which began 
more than 250 years after Cyrus captured Babylon. It thus is not 
surprising that Ptolemy’s figures agree with those of Berossus, a 
Babylonian priest of the Seleucid period. 

Nabonidus Harran Stele (NABON H 1, B): This eontemporary 
stele, or pillar with an inseription, was diseovered in 1956. It mentions 
the reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings Nebuchadnezzar, Evil- 
Merodaeh, Neriglissar. The figures given for these three agree with 
those from Ptolemy’s Canon. 

VAT 4956: This is a cuneiform tablet that provides astronomieal 
information datable to 568 B.C.E. It says that the observations were 
from Nebuchadnezzar’s 37th year. This would eorrespond to the 
ehronology that plaees his 18th regnal year in 587/6 B.C.E. However, 
this tablet is admittedly a eopy made in the third century B.C.E. so it is 
possible that its historieal information is simply that which was 
aeeepted in the Seleucid period. 


186 
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Business tablets: Thousands of eontemporary Neo-Babylonian 
cuneiform tablets have been found that reeord simple business 
transaetions, stating the year of the Babylonian king when the 
transaetion occurred. Tablets of this sort have been found for all the 
years of reign for the known Neo-Babylonian kings in the aeeepted 
ehronology of the period. 

From a secular viewpoint, such lines of evidenee might seem to 
establish the Neo-Babylonian ehronology with Nebuchadnezzar’s 18th 
year (and the destruction of Jerusalem) in 587/6 B.C.E. However, no 
historian ean deny the possibility that the present picture of Babylonian 
history might be misleading or in error. It is known, for example, that 
aneient priests and kings sometimes altered reeords for their own 
purposes. Or, even if the diseovered evidenee is accurate, it might be 
misinterpreted by modern seholars or be ineomplete so that yet 
undiscovered material could drastieally alter the ehronology of the 
period. 

Evidently realizing such faets, Professor Edward F. Campbell, Jr., 
introduced a ehart, which included Neo-Babylonian ehronology, with the 
caution: "It goes without saying that these lists are provisional. The more 
one studies the intrieaeies of the ehronologieal problems in the aneient 
Near East, the less he is inelined to think of any presentation as final. 
For this reason, the term eirea ]about] could be used even more liberally 
than it is. "—The Bible and the Aneient Near East (1965 ed.), p. 281. 

Christians who believe the Bible have time and again found that its 
words stand the test of much eritieism and have been proved accurate 
and reliable. They reeognize that as the inspired Word of God it ean be 
used as a measuring rod in evaluating secular history and views. (2 
Timothy 3:16, 17) For instanee, though the Bible spoke of Belshazzar as 
ruler of Babylon, for centuries seholars were confused about him 
because no secular documents were available as to his existence, 
identity or position. Finally, however, arehaeologists diseovered secular 
reeords that eonfirmed the Bible. Yes, the Bible’s internal harmony and 
the eare exercised by its writers, even in matters of ehronology, 
reeommends it so strongly to the Christian that he plaees its authority 
above that of the ever-ehanging opinions of secular historians. 

But how does the Bible help us to determine when Jerusalem was 
destroyed, and how does this eompare to secular ehronology? 

The prophet Jeremiah predieted that the Babylonians would destroy 
Jerusalem and make the eity and land a desolation. (Jeremiah 25:8, 9) 
He added: "And all this land must beeome a devastated plaee, an objeet 
of astonishment, and these nations 
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will have to serve the king of Babylon seventy years." (Jeremiah 25:11) 
The 70 years expired when Cyrus the Great, in his first year, released 
the Jews and they returned to their homeland. (2 Chronicles 36:17-23) 
We believe that the most direet reading of Jeremiah 25:11 and other 
texts is that the 70 years would date from when the Babylonians 
destroyed Jerusalem and left the land of Judah desolate.—Jeremiah 
52:12-15, 24-27; 36:29-31. 

Yet those who rely primarily on secular information for the ehronology 
of that period realize that if Jerusalem were destroyed in 587/6 B.C.E. 
eertainly it was not 70 years until Babylon was conquered and Cyrus let 
the Jews return to their homeland. In an attempt to harmonize matters, 
they elaim that Jeremiah’s propheey began to be fulfilled in 605 B.C.E. 
Later writers quote Berossus as saying that after the battle of 
Carchemish Nebuchadnezzar extended Babylonian influence into all 
Syria-Palestine and, when returning to Babylon (in his aeeession year, 
605 B.C.E.), he took Jewish eaptives into exile. Thus they figure the 70 
years as a period of servitude to Babylon beginning in 605 B.C.E. That 
would mean that the 70-year period would expire in 535 B.C.E. 

But there are a number of major problems with this interpretation: 

Though Berossus elaims that Nebuchadnezzar took Jewish eaptives 
in his aeeession year, there are no aineiform documents supporting this. 
More signifieantly, Jeremiah 52:28-30 carefully reports that 
Nebuchadnezzar took Jews eaptive in his seventh year, his 18th year 
and his 23rd year, not his aeeession year. Also, Jewish historian 
Josephus states that in the year of the battle of Carchemish 
Nebuchadnezzar conquered all of Syria-Palestine "excepting Judea," 
thus eontradieting Berossus and eonflieting with the elaim that 70 years 
of Jewish servitude began in Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession year .— 
Antiquities of the Jews X, vi, 1. 

Furthermore, Josephus elsewhere deseribes the destruction of 
Jerusalem by the Babylonians and then says that "all Judea and 
Jerusalem, and the temple, continued to be a desert for seventy years." 
(Antiquities of the Jews X, ix, 7) He pointedly states that "our eity was 
desolate during the interval of seventy years, until the days of Cyrus." 
(Against Apion I, 19) This agrees with 2 Òhronieles 36:21 and Daniel 9:2 
that the foretold 70 years were 70 years of full desolation for the land. 
Second-century (C.E.) writer Theophilus of Antioeh also shows that the 
70 years eommeneed with the destruction of the temple after Zedekiah 
had reigned 11 years.—See also 2 Kings 24:18-25:21. 

But the Bible itself provides even more telling evidenee against the 
elaim that the 70 years began in 605 B.C.E. and that Jerusa- 
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lem was destroyed in 587/6 B.C.E. As mentioned, if we were to count 
from 605 B.C.E., the 70 years would reaeh down to 535 B.C.E. However, 
the inspired Bible writer Ezra reported that the 70 years ran until "the first 
year of Cyrus the king of Persia," who issued a deeree allowing the Jews 
to return to their homeland. (Ezra 1:1-4; 2 Chronicles 36:21-23) 
Historians aeeept that Cyrus conquered Babylon in Oetober 539 B.C.E. 
and that Cyrus’ first regnal year began in the spring of 538 B.C.E. If 
Cyrus’ deeree eame late in his first regnal year, the Jews could easily be 
baek in their homeland by the seventh month (Tishri) as Ezra 3:1 says; 
this would be Oetober 537 B.C.E. 

However, there is no reasonable way of stretehing Cyrus’ first year 
from 538 down to 535 B.C.E. Some who have tried to explain away the 
problem have in a strained manner elaimed that in speaking of "the first 
year of Cyrus" Ezra and Daniel were using some peculiar Jewish 
viewpoint that differed from the offieial count of Cyrus’ reign. But that 
eannot be sustained, for both a non-Jewish governor and a document 
from the Persian arehives agree that the deeree occurred in Cyrus’ first 
year, even as the Bible writers carefully and speeifieally reported.—Ezra 
5:6, 13; 6:1-3; Daniel 1:21; 9:1-3. 

Jehovah’s "good word" is bound up with the foretold 70-year period, 
for God said: 

"This is what Jehovah has said, ‘In aeeord with the fulfilling of 
seventy years at Babylon I shall turn my attention to you people, 
and I will establish toward you my good word in bringing you baek 
to this plaee.’ " (Jeremiah 29:10) 

Daniel relied on that word, trusting that the 70 years were not a ‘round 
number’ but an exact figure that could be counted on. (Daniel 9:1,2) And 
that proved to be so. 

Similarly, we are willing to be guided primarily by God’s Word rather 
than by a ehronology that is based prineipally on secular evidenee or that 
disagrees with the Scriptures. It seems evident that the easiest and most 
direet understanding of the various Biblieal statements is that the 70 
years began with the eomplete desolation of Judah after Jerusalem was 
destroyed. (Jeremiah 25:8-11; 2 Chronicles 36:20-23; Daniel 9:2) Henee, 
counting baek 70 years from when the Jews returned to their homeland 
in 537 B.C.E., we arrive at 607 B.C.E. for the date when Nebuchad- 
nezzar, in his 18th regnal year, destroyed Jerusalem, removed Zedekiah 
from the throne and brought to an end the Judean line of kings on a 
throne in earthly Jerusalem.—Ezekiel 21:19-27. 
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established with such conclusiveness as the reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar II (604-562 B.C.E.). 

A-l: Misrepresentations of historieal evidenee 

The Watch Tower Soeiety in its “Appendix to Chapter 14” briefly 
mentions some of the lines of evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date, 
including “Ptolemy’s Canon” and the king list of Berossus, but fails 
to mention that both of these king lists are based on sources that 
originated in the Neo-Babylonian period itself. Instead, the Watch 
Tower publication alleges that the origin of their dates is to be 
found in the Seleucid era, that is, some three centuries later. 3 

Further, for the first time the Watch Tower Soeiety mentions 
the Nabonidm Harran Stele (Nabon. H 1, B), a eontemporary document 
establishing the length of the whole Neo-Babylonian era up to the 
ninth year of Nabonidus. But it fails to mention another eontemporary 
stele from the reign of Nabonidus, the Hillah stele, that also 
establishes the length of the whole Neo-Babylonian era, inehiding 
the reign of Nabonidus! 

Thirdly, the astronomieal diaiy VAT 4956 is mentioned. 
Referring to the faet that it is a eopy of an original text from the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar, elaimed to be made during the Seleucid 
era, the Soeiety repeats the theory that “it is possible that its 
historieal information is simply that which was aeeepted in the 
Seleucid period.” 4 This reasoning is eompletely fallacious, however, 
as it has been proven false by another astronomieal diary, B.M. 
32312, a faet the Soeiety passes over in silenee, although it is very 
well aware of it. 5 

Finally, the Soeiety mentions the bminess tablets, admitting that 
these thousands of eontemporary documents give the reigns of all the 
Neo-Babylonian kings, and that the lengths of reign given by these 
documents agree ìvith all the other lines of evidenee referred to—the 
Royal Canon, Berossus’ ehronology, Nabonidus’ royal inseriptions, 
and the astronomieal diaries. 6 It fails to mention, though, that such 
agreement refutes the notion that the information on VAT 4956 
could have been eoneoeted during the Seleucid period. Apart from 
the above-mentioned lines of evidenee, another strong one against 

3 ”Let Your Kingdom Came” (New York: Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 1981), p. 
186. 

4 Ibid., p. 186. 

5 The astronomieal diary B.M. 32312 is discussed in ehapter 4, seetion A-2, of the 
present volume. In the first (1983) edition, the discussion is found on pp. 83-86. 

6 ”Let Your Kingdom Come,” p. 187. 
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the 607 B.C.E. date is eompletely ignored, too, namely, the 
synehronisms to the eontemporary and independently established Egyptian 
ehronology. 

By omitting nearly half of the seven lines of evidenee discussed 
in the first edition of the present work (the Hillah stele, the diary 
B.M. 32312, and the eontemporary Eg} ì ptian documents) and 
misrepresenting some of the others, the real faets about the 
strength and validity of the established Neo-Babylonian ehronology 
are eoneealed. From this basis Watch Tower seholars proeeed to a 
eritieal appraisal of the limited evidenee presented. They state: 

However, no historian ean deny the possibility that the present 
picture of Babylonian history might be misleading or in error. It is 
known, for example, that aneient priests and kings sometimes 
altered reeords for their own purposes. 7 

Again, the faets are eoneealed. Though it is true that aneient 
seribes sometimes distorted history in order to glorify their kings 
and gods, seholars agree that, although such distortion is found in 
Assyrian royal inseriptions and other documents, Neo-Balylonian 
seribes did not distort histoy in this rray. This was also pointed out in 
Chapter 3 (seetion B-l-b) of the present work, where A. K. 
Grayson, a well-known authority on Babylonian historieal reeords, 
was quoted as saying: 

Unlike the Assyrian seribes the Babylonians neither fail to 
mention Babylonian defeats nor do they attempt to ehange them 
into vietories. 8 

Of the Neo-Babylonian ehronieles Grayson says that they 
“eontain a reasonably reliable and representative reeord of 
important events in the period with which they are eoneerned,” 
and “within the boundaries of their interest, the writers are quite 
objeetive and impartial.” 9 Of the Babylonian royal inseriptions (such 
as the Nabonidus’ stelae) Grayson remarks that they are “primarily 
reeords of building aetivity and on the whole seem to be reliable.” 10 

The seribal distortion of history, then, refers to Assyrian, but 
not to Neo-Babylonian history, a faet which is eoneealed in the 
Watch Tower Soeiety’s “Appendts” to “E<?/ Your Kingdom Come”. 

7 Ibid., p. 187. 

8 A. K. Grayson, “Assyria and Babylonia,” Orientalia, Vol. 49:2, 1980, p. 171. 

9 Ibid., pp. 170, 171. 

10 Ibid., p. 175. 
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The next argument advaneed by the Soeiety in the “Appendix” 
is that, “even if the diseovered evidenee is accurate, it might be 
misinterpreted by modern seholars or be ineomplete so that yet 
tmdiseovered material could drastieally alter the ehronology of the period. ,>l 1 

Evidendy the Watch Tower seholars realize that as of now all 
the evidenee diseovered sinee the middle of the 19th century 
unanimously points to 587 B.C.E. instead of 607 as the eighteenth 
year of Nebuchadnezzar. Among the tens of thousands of 
diseovered documents from the Neo-Babylonian era they have not 
been able to find the slightest support for their 607 B.C.E. 
date—henee, the referenee to “yet undiscovered material. ” A 
ehronology that has to be based on “yet nndiseovered material,” 
because it is demolished by the diseovered material, is resting on a 
weak foundation indeed. If an idea, refuted by an overwhelming 
mass of diseovered evidenee, is to be retained because it is hoped that 
“yet undiscovered material” will support it, all ideas, however false, 
could be retained on the same prineiple. But it should be 
remembered that such a faith is not founded upon “the evident 
demonstration of realities though not beheld” (Hebrews 11:1); it is 
founded solely upon wishful thinking. 

If it really were true that (1) “no historian ean deny the 
possibility that the present picture of Babylonian history might be 
misleading or in error,” that (2) “priests and kings sometimes 
altered” the Neo-Babylonian historieal reeords, that (3) “even if the 
diseovered evidenee is accurate, it might be misinterpreted by 
modern seholars or be ineomplete,” and that (4) “yet undiscovered 
material could drastieally alter the ehronology of the period,” what 
reason do we have for aeeepting any date from the Neo-Babylonian 
era established by historians—for example 539 B.C.E. as the date 
for the fall of Babylon? This date, too, has been established solely by 
the aid of secular documents of the same type as those which have 
established 587 B.C.E. as the eighteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar. 
And of the two dates, 587 has much better support than 539 
B.C.E.! 12 

If 587 B.C.E. is to be rejeeted for the above—mentioned 
reasons, the 539 B.C.E. date should also be rejeeted for the same, if 
not stronger, reasons. Yet the Watch Tower Soeiety not only 
aeeepts the 539 B.C.E. date as reliable, but even puts so much trust 

11 “Let Your Kingdom Come,” p. 187. 

12 This was thoroughly demonstrated earlier in ehapter 2. 
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in it that it has made it the very basis of its Bible ehronology'P If its 
reasons for rejeeting the 587 B.C.E. date are valid, they are equaUy 
valid for the 539 B.C.E. date, too. To rejeet one date and retain the 
other is not only ineonsistent; it is a sad example of seholastie 
dishonesty. 

A-2: Misrepresentation of seholars 

In support of their reasons for rejeeting the Neo-Babylonian 
ehronology established by historians, a well-known authority on 
aneient Near Eastern history is referred to. 

”Evidentiy realizing such faets,”—that the present picture of 
Babylonian history might be in error, that aneient priests and kings 
might have altered the aneient Neo-Babylonian reeords, and that 
yet undiscovered material could drastieally alter the ehronology of 
the period: 

Professor Edward F. Campbell, Jr., introduced a ehart, which 
included Neo-Babylonian ehronology, with the caution: “It goes 
without saying that these lists are provisional. The more one 
studies the intrieaeies of the ehronologieal problems in the aneient 
Near East, the less he is inelined to think of any presentation as 
final. For this reason, the term eirea [about] could be used even 
more liberally than it is.” 14 

This quotation is taken from a ehapter written by Edward F. 
Campbell, Jr., which flrst appeared in The Bible and the Aneient Near 
East (BANE), a work edited by G. Ernest Wright and published by 
Routiedge and Kegan Paul of London, in 1961. The Watch Tower 
Soeiety did not mention, however, that the ehart referred to in this 
work eovers the ehronologies of Eg\’pt, Palestine, Syria, Asia 
Minor, Assyria and Babylon from e. 3800 B.C.E. to the death of 
Alexander the Great in 323 B.C.E., and although the term eirea is 
plaeed before many of the reigns given in the lists for this long 
period, no eireas are plaeed before any of the reigns given for the kings of the 
Neo-Babylonian period! 


13 As was pointed out above in ehapter 2, from 1955 up to about 1971 the date 539 
was termed an “absolute date” in Watch Tower publications. When it was 
diseovered that this date did not have the support that Watch Tower seholars 
imagined, they dropped this term. In Aid to Bible Understanding, page 333 (= 
Insight on the Scri.ptu.res, Vol. 1, p.459), 539 is ealled “a pivotal point.” And in ‘Let 
Your Kingdom Come” it is stated only that “historians calculate,” “hold,” or “aeeept” 
that Babylon fell in Oetober 539 B.C.E. (pp. 136, 186, 189). Yet the Soeiety still 
anehors its whole “Bible ehronology” to this date. 

14 “Let Your Kingdom Come,” p. 187. 
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The question is: When Professor Campbell, in eooperation with 
Professor David N. Freedman, prepared the ehronologieal lists in 
The Bible and the Aneient Near Tast, did he then feel that “the present 
picture of Babylonian history might be misleading or in error” 
when it eomes to the Neo-Babjlonian era? Did he think there was 
any possibility that “aneient priests and kings sometimes aitered” 
the Neo-Babylonian reeords “for their own purposes”? Was he, for 
whatever reason, prepared to put the term eirea before any of the 
reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings? In other words, did the Watch 
Tower Soeiety give a eorreet presentation of the views of Campbell 
and Freedman? 

When these questions were put to Dr. Campbell, he wrote in 
reply: 

As perhaps you will have concluded, I am dismayed at the use 
made of Noel Freedman’s and my ehronologieal lists by the Watch 
Tower Soeiety. I fear that some earnest folk will reaeh for any 
straw to support their already-arrived-at conclusions. This is most 
eertainly a ease of doing just that. 

Let me first explain that the division of responsibility for the 
ehronologieal eharts in B^4NE assigned the larger Near Eastern 
ehronology to me and the Biblieal dates to Professor David Noel 
Freedman, now of the LJniversity of Miehigan. We did indeed talk 
about the eaveats we plaeed before our eharts, but there was 
absolutely no intent to suggest that there was leeway of as much as 
twenty years for the dates relating [to] Babylonia and Judah. I am 
fairly eonfident that Dr. Freedman makes explicit somewhere in 
the apparatus of the ByTNE ehapter that the 587/6 date ean be off 
by no more than one year, while the 597 date is one of the very 
few seenre dates in our whole ehronologieal repertoire. I know that 
he remains eonvineed of this, as do I. There is not a shred of 
evidenee that I know of to suggest even the possibility that the 
dates in The Babylonian Chronicle have been altered by priests or 
ldngs for pious reasons. I am in hearty agreement with Grayson! 15 

15 Letter reeeived from Dr. Edward F. Campbell, Jr., dated August 9, 1981. The 
reason for uncertainty among seholars as to whether Jemsalem was desolated in 
587 or 586 B.C.E. stems from the Bible, not extra-biblical sources. All seholars 
agree in dating Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth regnal year to 587/86 B.C.E. (Nisan 
to Nisan). The Bible dates the desolation to Nebuchadnezzar’s nineteenth regnal 
year at 2 Kings 25:8 and Jeremiah 52:12 (the latter passage being an almost literal 
repetition of the former), but to his eighteenth year at Jeremiah 52:29. This 
diserepaney may be solved if a nonaeeession year system is postulated for the 
kings of Judah. (See the seetion, “Methods of reekoning regnal years,” in the 
Appendix for ehapter 2 below). The 597 B.C.E. date for the earlier capture of 
Jemsalem and the deportation of Jehoiaehin, says Dr. Campbell, is one of the very 
few secure historieal dates reeognized by seholars. The reason is the exact 
synehronism between the Bible and the Babylonian Chronicle at this point.—See 
the two seetions, “The ‘third year of Jehoiakim’ (Daniel 1:1-2)” and “Chronological 
tables eovering the seventy years,” in the Appendix for ehapter 5 that follows. 
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Dr. CampbeU forwarded the questions put to him to Dr. 
Freedman, to give the latter an opportunity to express his views. 
Freedman had the following to say on the matter: 

... I agree entirely with everything that Dr. Campbell has 
written to you. It is true that there are some uncertainties about 
biblieal ehronology for this period, but those uncertainties stem 
from eonfnsing and perhaps eonflieting data in the Bible, and have 
nothing to do with the ehronologieal information and evidenee for 
the Neo-Babylonian period from cuneiform inseriptions and other 
non-biblieal sources. This is one of the best-known periods of the 
aneient world, and we ean be very sure that the dates are eorreet to 
within a year or so, and many of the dates are accurate to the day 
and month. There is therefore absolutely no warrant for the 
eomments or judgments made by the Watchtower Soeiety based 
on a statement about our uncertainty. What I had speeifieally in 
mind was the disagreement among seholars as to whether the fall 
of Jemsalem should be dated in 587 or 586. Eminent seholars 
disagree on this point, and unfortunately we do not have the 
Babylonian ehroniele for this episode as we do for the capture of 
Jemsalem in 597 (that date is now fìxed exactly). But it is only a 
debate about one year at most (587 or 586), so it would have no 
bearing upon the views of the Jehovah’s Witnesses who apparently 
want to rewrite the whole history of the time and ehange the dates 
rather dramatieally. There is no warrant whatever for that. 1 ' 1 

Thus the Watch Tower Soeiety, in its attempt to find support 
for the 607 B.C.E. date, misrepresented the views of Dr. Campbell 
and Dr. Freedman. Neither of them believes that aneient priests or 
kings might have “altered reeords” from the Neo-Babylonian 
period, or that “yet undiscovered material could drastieally alter the 
ehronology of the period.” And neither of them is prepared to put 
the term eirea before any of the reigns given in their lists for the 
kings of the Neo-Babylonian era. 

The only uncertainty they point to is whether the date for the 
desolation of Jemsalem should be set at 587 or 586 B.C.E., and this 
uncertainty does not eome from any errors or obscurities in the 
extra-biblical sources, but from the seemingly eonflieting figures 
given in the Bible, evidently its referenees to Jemsalem’s 
destmetion as taking plaee, in one ease, in Nebuchadnezzar’s 
eighteenth year, and, in another, in his nineteenth year,—Jeremiah 
52:28, 29; 2 Kings 25:8. 


16 Letter reeeived from Dr. David N. Freedman, dated August 16, 1981. 
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A-3: Misrepresentation of aneient ivriters 

The last two pages of the “Appendix” to “Let Your Kingdom Come” 
are devoted to a discussion of Jeremiah’s propheey of the seventy 
years. 17 All arguments in this seetion have been thoroughly refuted 
in Chapter 5 of the present work, “The Seventy Years for Babylon” 
(which eorresponds to ehapter 3 of the first edition), to which the 
reader is direeted. Only a few points will be made here. 

Against Berossus’ statement that Nebuchadnezzar took Jewish 
eaptives in his aeeession year, shortiy after the battie at Carchemish 
(see Chapter 5 above, seetion A-4), it is argued that “there are no 
cuneiform documents supporting this .” 18 But the Watch Tower 
Soeiety fails to mention that Berossns’ statement is elearly snpported by the 
most direet reading of Daniel 1:1—6 . 19 

Daniel reports that “in the third year of the kingship of 
Jehoiakim” (eorresponding to the aeeession year of 
Nebuchadnezzar; see Jeremiah 25:1) Nebuchadnezzar took a 
tribute from Judah, eonsisting of utensils from the temple and also 
“some of the sons of Israel and of the royal offspring and of the 
nobles,” and brought them to Babylonia. (Daniel 1:1—3, NW) It is 
true that the Babylonian Chronicle does not speeifieally mention 
these Jewish eaptives. It does mention, however, that 
Nebuchadnezzar, in his aeeession year, “marehed about 
victoriously in Hattu,” and that “he took the vast booty of Hattu to 
Babylon . ” 20 Most probably eaptives from the Hattu territory were 
included in this “vast booty,” as is also pointed out by Professor 
Gerhard Larsson: 

It is eertain that this “heavy tribute” eonsisted not only of 
treasure but also ofprisonersfrom the conquered eonntries. To refrain from 
doing so would have been altogether too alien from the customs 
of the kings of Babylon and Assyria. 21 

Thus, although the Babylonian Chronicle does not speeifieally 
mention the (probably very small) Jewish deportation in the 


17 “Let Your Kingdom Come,” pp. 188, 189. 

18 Ibid., p. 188. 

19 See the seetion, “The ‘third year of Jehoiakim’ (Daniel 1:1-2)” in the Appendix for 
Ohapter 5 below. 

20 A. K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Ohronieles (Locust Valley, New York: J. J. 
Augustin Publisher, 1975), p. 100. 

21 Gerhard Larsson, “When did the Babylonian Captivity Begin?,” Journal of 
Theologieal Studies, Vol. 18 (1967), p. 420. 
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aeeession year of Nebuchadnezzaf, it strongly indieates this to have 
taken plaee, in agreement with the direet statements of Daniel and 
Berossus. 

Further, it is to be notieed that the same Babylonian ehroniele 
(BM 21946) speaks of the vast booty taken to Babylon in the seventh 
year of Nebuchadnezzar in similar laeonie terms. Although it is 
known from the Bible (2 Kings 24:10—17; Jeremiah 52:28) that this 
booty included thousands of Jemsh eaptives, the ehroniele does not 
mention anything about this but just says: 

A king of his own ehoiee he [Nebuchadnezzar] appointed in the 

eity (and) taking the vast trihnte he bronght it into Babjlon. 22 

If, therefore, the silenee of the cuneiform documents about the 
deportation of Jewish eaptives in the aeeession year of 
Nebuchadnezzar indieates, as the “Appendix” o£ “Let Your Kingdom 
Come” implies, that it did not take plaee, the silenee about the 
deportation in his seventh year would indieate that this one did not 
take plaee either. However, sinee the Bible mentions both 
deportations, the Babylonian ehroniele evidently includes them in 
the “vast booty” or tribute taken to Babylon at both oeeasions. 

The Soeiety finds another argument against a deportation in the 
aeeession year of Nebuchadnezzar in Jeremiah 52:28-30: 

More signifieantly, Jeremiah 52:28—30 carefully reports that 
Nebuchadnezzar took Jews eaptive in his seventh year, in his 18th 
year and his 23rd year, not his aeeession year. 23 

This argument, however, presupposes that Jeremiah 52:28-30 
eontains a eotnplete reeord of the deportations, which it elearly does 
not. The sum total of Jewish eaptives taken in the three 
deportations referred to in the passage is given in verse 30 as “four 
thousand and six hundred.” However, 2 Kings 24:14 gives the 
mimber of those deported during only one of these deportations as “ten 
thousand” (and perhaps 8,000 more in verse 16, if these are not 
included in the first number)! 

Different theories have been proposed to explain this 
diserepaney, none of which may be regarded as more than a guess. 


22 A. K. Grayson, o p. eit., p. 102. (Emphasis added.) 

23 “Let Your Kingdom Come,” p. 188. 
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The Watch Tower Soeiety’s Bible dietionary Insight on the Seriptnres, 
for instanee, states that the fìgures at Jeremiah 52:28-30 
“apparently refers to those of a eertain rank, or to those who were 
family heads.” 24 The Nen> Bible Dietionary holds that “the differenee 
in figures is doubtless due to different eategories of eaptives being 
envisaged.” 25 All agree that Jeremiah 52:28-30 does not give a 
eomplete number of those deported, and some eommentators also 
suggest that not all deportations are mentioned in the text. 26 

At least the deportation in the aeeession year of 
Nebuchadnezzar deseribed by Daniel is not mentioned by 
Jeremiah—which does not prove that it did not take plaee. The 
reason why it is not included among the deportations enumerated 
in Jeremiah 52:28-30 most probably is that it was a small 
deportation only, eonsisting of Jews ehosen from among “the royal 
offspring and of the nobles” with the intention of using them as 
servants at the royal palaee. (Daniel 1:3-4) The important thing is 
that Daniel, independently of Berossns, mentions this deportation in the 
aeeession year of Nebuchadnezzar. 

Against the elear statements of both Daniel and Berossus, the 
Watch Tower Soeiety refers to the Jewish historian Josephus, who 
elaims that, in the year of the battle of Carchemish (during 
Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession year), Nebuchadnezzar conquered all 
of Syria-Palestine “excepting Judea.” 27 The Watch Tower 
publication argues that this eonfliets with the elaim that the 70-year 
servimde began in that aeeession year Josephus wrote this more 
than 600 years after Daniel and almost 400 years after Berossus. 
Even if he were right, this would not eontradiet the conclusion that 
the senntnde of the nations surrounding Judah began in the 
aeeession year of Nebuchadnezzar. Jeremiah’s propheey elearly 
applies the servimde, not to the Jews, but to “these nations” 
(Jeremiah 25:11), that is, the nations surrounding Judah. (See 
Chapter 5 above, seetion A-l.) In faet, Josephus even snpports the 
conclusion that these nations beeame subservient to 
Nebuchadnezzar in his aeeession year, as he states that the king of 


24 Insightonth.eScriptu.res, Vol. 1 (1988), p. 415. 

25 New Bible Dietionary, 2nd edition, ed. by J. D. Douglas et al (Leieester, England: 
Inter-Varsity Press, 1982), p. 630. 

26 See Albertus Pieters’ discussion in From the Pyramids to Paul (New York: Thomas 
Nelson and Sons, 1935), pp. 184—189. 

27 “Let Your Kingdom Come,” p. 188, quoting from Josephus’ Antiquities of the Jews X, 
vi, 1. 



298 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


Babylon at that time “took all Syria, as far as Velusìum, excepting 
Judea.” Pelusium lay on the border of Egypt. 

There is no reason, however, to believe that Josephus’ statement 
is more trustworthy than the information given by Daniel and 
Berossus. Josephus here evidently presented a conclusion of his 
own, based on a misunderstanding of 2 Kings 24:1. Dr. E. W. 
Hengstenberg, in his thorough discussion of Daniel l:lf£, gives the 
following eomment on the expression “excepting Judea” in 
Josephus’ Antiquities X, vi, 1: 

It should not be thought that Josephus got the parex tes londaias 
[excepting Judeaj from a source no longer availahle to us. What 
follows shows elearly that he just derived it from a 
misunderstanding of the passage at 2 Kings 24:1. As he 
erroneously understood the three years mentioned there as the 
interval between the two invasions, he thought that no invasion 
could be presumed before the 8th year of Jehoiakim. -8 

Josephus’ statement thus earries little weight against the 
testimony of Berossus, who evidently, unlike Josephus, got his 
information from sources preserved from the Neo-Babylonian 
period itself, and the testimony of Daniel, as one personally 
involved in the deportation he himself deseribes. 

The Watch Tower Soeiety next quotes two passages from 
Josephus’ works in which the seventy years are deseribed as 
seventy years of desolation (Antiquities X, ix, 7, and Against Apion, I, 
19). 29 But they eoneeal the faet that Josephus, in his last referenee 
to the period of Jemsalem’s desolation, states that the desolation lasted 
for fifty years, not seventy! The statement is found in Against Apion I, 
21, where Josephus quotes Berossus’ statement on the Neo- 
Babylonian reigns, and says: 

This statement is both eorreet and in aeeordanee with our 
books [that is, the Holy Scriptures]. For in the latter it is reeorded 
that Naboehodonosor in the eighteenth year of his reign 
devastated our temple, that for fiftyyears ìt eeased to exist, that in the 


28 Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg, Die Authentie des Daniels und die Integritát des 
Saeharjah (Berlin, 1831), p. 57. Translated from the German. 

29 Josephus mentions the seventy years five times in his works, viz., at Antiquities X, 
7, 3; X, 9, 7; XI, 1, 1; XX, 10, 2; and Against Apion I, 19. In these passages the 
seventy years are alternatingly referred to as a period of slavery, eaptivity, or 
desolation, extending from the destmetion of Jemsalem until the first year of 
Cyrus. 
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seeond year of Cyrus the foundations were laid, and lastly that in 
the seeond year of the reign of Darius it was eompleted. ’ 0 

In support of this statement Josephus quotes, not only the 
figures of Berossus, but also the reeords of the Phoenieians, which 
give the same length for this period. Thus in this passage Josephus 
eontradiets and refiites his earlier statements on the length of the 
period of desolation. Is it really honest to quote Josephus in 
support of the idea that the desolation lasted for seventy years, but 
eoneeal the faet that he in his latest statement on the length of the 
period argues that it lasted for fifty years? It is quite possible, even 
probable, that in this last passage he eorreeted his earlier statements 
about the length of the period. 

The translator of Josephus, William Whiston, wrote a speeial 
dissertation on Josephus’ ehronology, entitled “Upon the 
Chronology of Josephus,” which he included in his publication of 

30 Josephus’ Against Apion I, 21 is here quoted from the translation of H. St. J. 
Thaekeray, published in the Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
and London, England: Harvard IJniversity Press, 1993 reprint of the 1926 edition), 
pp. 224-225. Some defenders of the watch Tower Soeiety’s ehronology elaim that 
there is a textual problem with the “fifty years,” pointing out that some 
manuscripts have “seven years” instead of “fifty” at I, 21, which some earlier 
seholars felt could be a eormption for “seventy” Modern textual erities, however, 
have demonstrated that this conclusion is wrong. It has been shown that all extant 
Greek manuscripts of Against Apion are later eopies of a Greek manuscript from 
the twelfth century CE., Laurentianus 69, 22. That the figure “seven” in these 
manuscripts is eormpt is agreed upon by all modern seholars. Further, it is 
universally held by all modem textual erities that the best and most reliable 
witnesses to the original text of Against Apion are found in the quotations by the 
church fathers, espeeially by Eusebius, who quotes extensively and usually 
literally and faithfully from Josephus’ works. Against Apion I, 21 is quoted in two 
of Eusebius’ works: (1) in his Preparation for the Gospel, I, 550, 18-22, and (2) in 
his Chronicle (preserved only in an Armenian version), 24, 29-25, 5. Both of these 
works have “50 years” at I, 21. The most important of the two works is the first, of 
which a number of manuscripts have been preserved from the tenth century C.E. 
onwards. 

All modern eritieal editions of the Greek text of Against Apion have “fifty” (Greek, 
pentèkonta) at Against Apion 1, 21, including those of B. Niese (1889), S. A. Naber 
(1896), H. St. J. Thaekeray (1926), and T. Reinaeh & L. Blum (1930). Niese’ s 
eritieal edition of the Greek text of Against Apion is still regarded as the standard 
edition, and all later editions are based on—and improvements of—his text. A new 
eritieal textual edition of all the works of Josephus is presently being prepared by 
Dr. Heintz Sehreekenberg, but it will probably take many years still before it is 
ready for publication. 

Finally, it should be observed that Josephus’ statement about the “fifty years” at 
Against Apion I, 21 is preeeded by his presentation of Berossus’ figures for the 
reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings, and these figures show there was a period o/ 
fifty years, not seventy, from the 18th year of Nebuchadnezzar to the seeond year 
of Cyrus. Josephus himself emphasizes that Berossus’ figures are “both eorreet 
and in aeeordanee with our books.” Thus the context, too, requires the “fifty years” 
at Against Apion 1,21. 
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Josephus’ eomplete works as Appendix K. 31 In this careful study 
Whiston points out that often in the later parts of his works, 
Josephus attempted to eorreet his earlier fìgures. Thus he 
demonstrates that Josephus first gives the length of the period 
from the Exodus to the building of the temple as 592 years, which 
figure he later ehanged to 612. 32 The next period, from the bmlding 
of the temple to its destmetion, he first gives as 466 years, whicb 
he later “eorreeted” to 470. 33 

Of the seventy years, which Josephus first reekons from the 
destmetion of the temple to the return of the Jewish exiles in the 
first year of Cyrus, Whiston says that “it is eertainly Josephus’ own 
calculation,” and that the 50 years for this period given in Against 
Apion I, 21, “may probably be his own eorreetion in his old age.” 34 

If this is the ease, Josephus might even be quoted as an 
argmnent against the applieation of the seventy years made by the 
Watch Tower Soeiety. In any ease, it seems obvious that his 
statements on the seventy years eannot be used as an argument 
against Berossus in the way the Soeiety does. Josephus’ last figure 
for the length of the desolation period is in mnplete agreement ivith 
Berossns’ ehronology, andJosephns even emphasi^es this agreementP^ 

In addition to Josephus, the Watch Tower Soeiety also refers to 
Theophihis of Antioeh, who wrote a defense of Christianity towards 
the end of the seeond eentrny C.E. As the Soeiety points out, he 
eommeneed the seventy years with the destmetion of the temple. 36 
But the Watch Tower writers eoneeal the faet that Theophilus was 
confused about the end of the period , as he first plaees this in the 
“seeond year” of Cyrus (537/36 B.C.E.) and then in the “seeond 
year . . . of Darius” (520/19 B.C.E.). 37 

Some other early writers, including Theophilus’ eontemporary, 
dement of Alexandria (e. 150-215 C.E.), also ended the seventy 


31 JosephiLs’ Oomplete Works, translated by William Whiston (Grand Rapids: Kregel 
Publications, 1978), pp. 678-708. Whiston’s translation was originally published 
in 1737. 

32 lbid., p. 684, § 14. 

33 Ibid., p. 686, § 19. 

34 Ibid., pp. 688, 689, § 23. 

35 Against Apionl, 20-21. 

36 “Let Your Kingdom Come,” p. 188. 

37 On Theophilus’ applieation of the seventy years, see A. Roberts and J. Donaldson, 
eds., The Ante-Nieene Fathers, Vol. 2 (Grand Rapids: Wm. Eerdmans Publishing 
Co., reprinted 1979), p. 119. Theophilus probably based his terminal date of the 
seventy years on Ezra 4:24, confusing Darius Hystaspes with “Darius the Mede” of 
Daniel 5:31 and 9:1-2. 
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years “in the seeond year of Darius Hystaspes” (520/19 B.C.E.), 
which would plaee the desolation of Jemsalem about 590/89 
B.C.E. 38 

Eusebius in his ehroniele (published e. 303 C.E.) adopted 
dement’s view, but also tries another applieation, starting with the 
year in which Jeremiah began his aetivity, forty years prior to the 
desolation of Jemsalem, and he ends the seventy years in the first 
year of Cyrus, which he sets at e. 560 B.C.E. Julius Afrieanm, in e. 
221 C.E., applies the seventy years to the period of Jemsalem’s 
desolation, the end of which he, like Eusebius later, erroneously 
dates to e. 560 B.C.E. It is very obvious that these early Christian 
writers did not have aeeess to sources that could have helped them 
to establish an exact ehronology for this aneient period. 

The Watch Tower Soeiety’s use of aneient writers then, is 
demonstrably very seleetive. They quote Josephus on the seventy 
years of desolation, at the same time eoneealing the faet that he 
finally gives fifty years for the period. Their referenee to 
Theophilus refleets the same methods: He is quoted, not because 
he really presents evidenee that supports them, but because his 
calculation to some extent agrees with theirs. Other eontemporary 
ehristian writers, whose ealeiilations differ from theirs, are ignored. 
This procedure is a elear misrepresentation of the full body of 
evidenee from the various aneient writers who discussed the matter 
at hand. 

A-4: Misrepresentation of the Biblieal evidenee 

In its fiirther discussion of the seventy years , the Watch Tower 
Soeiety attempts to show that, even if the historieal evidenee is 
against their applieation of the period, the Bible is on their side. 
First, at the top of page 188 of ‘Eet Your Kingdom Come,” they state, 
eategorieally, that “we believe that the most direet reading of 
Jeremiah 25:11 and other texts is that the 70 years would date from 
when the Babylonians destroyed Jemsalem and left the land of 
Judah desolate.” 

The simple tmth is, however, that the Soeiety bluntiy refuses to 
aeeept the most natural understanding of Jeremiah 25:11 and a 


38 Ibid., p. 329. This applieation of the seventy years may have been influenced by 
Rabbinie views. Referring to the Rabbinie ehroniele Seder Olam Rabbah (SOR), Dr. 
Jeremy Hughes points out that “later Jewish tradition reekoned 52 years for the 
Babylonian exile (SOR 27) and 70 years as the interval between the destmetion of 
the first temple and the foundation of the seeond temple, with this event dated in 
the seeond year of Dariiis (SOR 28; ef. Ze 1.12).” The 70 year-period was “divided 
into 52 years of exile and 18 years from the return to the foundation of the seeond 
temple (SOR 29).”—Jeremy Hughes, Seerets of the Times (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 
1990), pp. 41 and 257. 



302 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


number of other texts related to this subject. 39 As was discussed in 
Chapter 5, the most direet reading of Jeremiah 25:11 shows the 
seventy years to be a period of servitude, not desolation: 'These nations 
shall serve the king of Babylon seventy years.” (NASB) It was 
further pointed out that the other text in Jeremiah referring to the 
seventy years, Jeremiah 29:10, eonfirms this understanding. The 
most direet reading of the best and most literal translation of this 
text shows those “seventy years” to be a referenee to the 
Babylonian rule: “When seventy years have been eompleted for 
Babylon. ” (NASBJ Both texts elearly refer to Babylon, not 
Jemsalem. 

If the seventy years refer to the Babylonian rule, as these verses 
show, this period ended with the fall of Babylon in 539 B.C.E.; and 
this is direetly stated at Jeremiah 25:12: “Then after seventy years 
are eompleted, I will punish the king of Babylon and that nation.” 
(NRSlf) As this punishment took plaee in 539 B.C.E., the end of 
the seventy years eannot be extended beyond that date, either to 
537 B.C.E. or any other date, as that would be in eonfliet with a 
direet reading of Jeremiah 25:12. 40 

There eannot be any doubt whatsoever about the matter: The 
most direet reading of Jeremiah’s propheey (Jeremiah 25:11—12 and 
29:10) is in elear eonfliet with the applieation that the Watch Tower 
Soeiety gives to the seventy years. In spite of this, it boldly deelares: 

But the Bible itself provides even more telling evidenee against 
the elaim that the 70 years began in 605 B.C.E. and that Jemsalem 
was destroyed in 587/6 B.C.E. 41 

What “telling evidenee”? This: 

As mentioned, if we were to count from 605 B.C.E., the 70 
years would reaeh down to 535 B.C.E. However, the inspired Bible 
writer Ezra reported that the 70 years ran until “the first year of 
Cyrus the king of Persia,” who issued a deeree allowing the Jews to 
return to their homeland. 42 

But did Ezra really report that? As was shown in the discussion 
of 2 ehronieles 36:21-23 in Chapter 5, Ezra does not elearly indieate 


39 As is shown in the Appendix for Ohapter 5, “The ‘third year of Jehoiakim’ (Daniel 
1:12),” these texts also include Daniel 1:1-2 and 2:1. 

40 For a full discussion of the texts dealing with the seventy years, see Ohapter 5 of 
the present work. 

41 “Let Your Kingdom Come,” pp. 188-189. 

42 Ibid., p. 189. 
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that the seventy years ended “in the first year of Cyrus,” or in 537, 
as the Watch Tower Soeiety holds. On the eontrary, such an 
understanding of his words would be in direet eonfliet with 
Jeremiah 25:12, where the seventy years are ended in 539 B.C.E.! 
This scripture provides the most telling evidenee against the elaim 
that the seventy years ended in 537 B.C.E. or in any other year after 
539. 

It is true that in the original manuscript of The Gentile Times 
Reeonsidered (sent to the Soeiety in 1977), one of the possible 
applieations of the seventy years eonsidered was that they could be 
counted from 605 to 536/35 B.C.E. But this applieation was 
presented as a less likely alternative. In the published editions of 
the work this suggestion has been omitted because, like the 
applieation of the period advoeated by the Watch Tower Soeiety, it 
was found to be in elear eonfliet with Jeremiah’s propheey. In 
discussing this applieation, the Soeiety argues that “there is no 
reasonable way of stretehing Cyrus’ first year from 538 down to 
535 B.C.E.” 43 As the applieation discussed did not imply this, and 
as I am not aware of any other modem eommentator that attempts 
to streteh Cyrus’ first year “down to 535 B.C.E.,” this statement 
seems to be nothing but a “straw man” ereated by the Watch 
Tower Soeiety itself. Although an argument direeted against such a 
fabrieated “straw man” may easily knoek it down, the argument 
eompletely misses the real target. 44 

Finally, the Watch Tower Soeiety elaims, 

. . . we are willing to be guided primarily by God’s Word 
rather than by a ehronology that is based prineipally on secular 
evidenee or that disagrees with the Scriptures. It seems evident that 
the easiest and most direet understanding of the various Biblieal 
statements is that the 70 years began with the eomplete desolation 
of Judah after Jemsalem was destroyed. 45 

Again, these statements tend to give the impression that there is 
a eonfliet between the Bible and the seeiilar evidenee on the 

43 Ibid. 

44 Most eommentators end the seventy years either with the fall of Babylon in 539 
B.C.E., with Cyrus’ deeree in 538, with the return of the first Jewish remnant to 
Palestine in 538 or 537 (Ezra 3:1-2), or with the eommeneing of the reeonstmetion 
of the temple in 536 (Ezra 3:8-10). (Cf. Professor J. Barton Payne, Eneyelopedia of 
Biblieal Propheey, Grand Rapids: Baker Books, the 1980 reprint of the 1973 
edition, p. 339.) Curiously, these alternatives (except for the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
own 537 B.C.E. date) are not even mentioned in the “Appendix” to “Leí Your 
Kingdom Come”! 

45 “Let Your Kingdom Came,” p. 189. 
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seventy years, and that the Watch Tower Soeiety faithfolly stands 
for the Bible against secular evidenee. But nothing could be further 
from the truth. On the eontrary, biblieal and historieal data are in 
good agreement on the period under discussion. Here, historieal 
and arehaeologieal diseoveries, as in so many other eases, uphold and 
eonftrn biblieal statements. On the other hand the interpretation of 
the seventy-year period given by the Watch Tower Soeiety does 
eonfliet with faets established by secular evidenee. As has been 
elearly demonstrated above and in Chapter 5, it is also in flagrant 
eonfliet with the “easiest and most direet understanding of the 
various Biblieal statements” on the seventy years, such as Jeremiah 
25: 11-12; 29:10; Daniel 1:16; 2:1; and Zeehariah 1:7,12, and 7:1-5. 

The real eonfliet, therefore, is not between the Bible and secular 
evidenee, but between the Bible and secular evidenee on the one 
hand, and the Watch Tower Soeiety on the other. As its applieation 
of the seventy years is in eonfliet both with the Bible and the 
historieal faets, it has nothing to do with reality and merìts rejeetion bj 
all sineere tmth-seekers. 

SUMMARY 

It has been amply demonstrated above that the Watch Tower 
Soeiety in its “Appendix” to “Letyour Kingdom Come” does not give 
a fair presentation of the evidenee against their 607 B.C.E. date: 

(1) Its writers misrepresent historieal evidenee by omitting from 
their discussion nearly half of the evidenee presented in the first 
edition of this work (the Hillah stele, the diaiy BM 32312, and 
eontemporary Egyptian documents) and by giving some of the 
other lines of evidenee only a biased and distorted presentation. 
They erroneously indieate that priests and kings might have altered 
historieal documents (ehronieles, royal inseriptions, ete.) from the 
Neo-Babylonian era, in spite of the faet that all available evidenee 
shows the opposite to be true. 

(2) They misrepresent anthorìties on aneient historìography by quoting 
them out of context and attributing to them views and doubts they 
do not have. 

(3) They misrepresent aneient ivrìters by eoneealing the faet that 
Berossus is supported by the most direet reading of Daniel 1:1-6, 
by quoting Josephus when he talks of seventy years of desolation 
without mentioning that in his last work he ehanged the length of 
the period to fijty years, and by referring to the opinion of the 
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seeond century bishop, Theophilus, without mentioning that he 
ends the seventy years, not only in the seeond year of Cyrus, but 
also in the seeond year of Darius Hystaspes (as did his 
eontemporary Clement of Alexandria and others), thus confusing 
the two kings. 

Finally, (4) they misrepresent biblieal evidenee by eoneealing the 
faet that the most direet understanding of the passages dealing with 
the seventy years shows them to be the period of Neo-Babylonian 
rule, not the period of Jemsalem’s desolation. This understanding is 
in good agreement with the historieal evidenee, but in glaring 
eonfliet with the applieation given to it by the Watch Tower 
Soeiety. It is truly distressing to diseover that individuals, upon 
whose spiritual guidance millions rely, deal so earelessly and 
dishonestly with faets. Their “Appendix” to “Let Your Kingdom 
Come” in defenee of their ehronology is nothing but yet one more 
nefarious exercise in the art of eoneealing truth. 

It may be asked why the leaders of an organization that 
eonstantly emphasizes its interest in “the Truth” in reality find it 
neeessary to suppress the tmth and even oppose it? 

The obvious reason is that they have no other ehoiee, as long as 
thej insist that their organisgztion n>as appointed in the jear 1919 as God’s 
sole ehannel and mouthpiece on earth. If the 607 B.C.E—1914 C.E. 
ealeiilation is abandoned, this elaim will fall. Then these leaders will 
have to admit, at least taeitly, that their organization for the past 
hundred years has appeared on the world seene in a false role with 
a false message. 

When oeeasionally the questioning of the 607 B.C.E. date has 
been eommented upon in the Watch Tower publications in reeent 
years, the sole defense has been a referenee to the “Appendix” of 
1981. In The Watchtower of November 1, 1986, for example, it is 
elaimed that “in 1981 Jehovah’s Witnesses published eonvineing 
evidenee in support of the 607 B.C.E. date.” Then the reader is 
referred to the book “Let Your Kingdom Come,” pages 127-40 and 
186-89. 46 

As the Soeiety’s “Appendix” only eontains a series of failed 
attempts to undermine the evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date, 
and as the only “eonvineing evidenee” presented in snpport of the 
date is a referenee to “yet undiscovered material,” the Watch 
Tower writers evidently tmst that the majority of the Witnesses are 
eompletely unaware of the actual faets. And the leaders of the 

46 The Watchtower, November 1,1986, p. 6. (Emphasis added.) A similar referenee to 

the “Appendix” is found in the Watchtower of Mareh 15, 1989, p. 22. 
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When Did the "Seven Times" 
Really End? 

Some peopie argue that even if the "seven 
times" are prophetie and even if they iast 2,520 
years, Jehovah’s Witnesses are still mistaken 
about the signifieanee of 1914 because they use 
the wrong starting point. Jerusalem, they elaim, 
was destroyed in 587/6 B.C.E., not in 607 
B.C.E. If true, this would shift the start of "the 
time of the end" by some 20 years. However, in. 
1981 Jehovah’s Witnesses published 
eonvineing evidenee in support of the 607 B.C.E. 
date. ("Let Your Kingdom Come," pages 127-40, 
186-9) Besides, ean those trying to rob 1914 
of its Bibliea! signifieanee prove that 1934—or 
any other year for that matter—has had a 
more profound, more dramatie, and more 
spectacular impaet upon world history than 
1914 did? 


From The Watchtower of November 1, 1986, page 6. 

Watch Tower Soeiety want to keep it that way. This is elear from 
the warnings repeatedly published in the Watch Tower publications 
against reading literature by former Witnesses who know the faets 
about their ehronology. The leaders of the Watch Tower Soeiety 
evidently fear that if Witnesses are allowed to be exposed to these 
faets, they might diseover that the basis of the prophetie elaims of 
the movement is nothing but a groundless, unbiblical and 
iinhistorieal ehronologieal speeiilation. 

Thus, although the Watch Tower organization probably uses the 
word “Trath” more often than most other organizations on earth, 
the faet is that trath has beeome an enemy of the movement. 
Therefore it has to be resisted and eoneealed. 

Anybody, of course, be it an individual or an organization, is 
fully entitled to believe whatever he/she/it prefers to believe, as 








Attempts to Overeome the Evidenee 307 


long as it does not hurt other people—that flying saucers exist, that 
the earth is flat, or, in this ease, that Jemsalem, eontrary to all the 
evidenee, was desolated in 607 B.C.E., and that, somewhere, there 
may be “yet undiscovered material” to support such views. 

If, however, such “believers” are not willing to eoneede to 
others the right to disagree with their theories, and instead elassify 
those who no longer are able to embraee their views as godless 
apostates, eondemn them to Gehenna if they do not ehange their 
minds, foree their friends and relatives to regard them as wicked 
ungodly eriminals that must be avoided, shunned and even hated, 
explaining that God will shortly exterminate them forever together 
with the rest of mankind—then it is high time for such “believers” 
to be held responsible for their views, attitudes and deeds. Any 
faith leading to such grave consequences for other people must 
first elearly be shown to be securely rooted in actual reality, not just 
in untenable speculations that ean be supported only by “yet 
undiscovered material.” 

B. UNOFFICIAL DEFENSES 
WRITTEN BY SOHOLARLY WITNESSES 

The “Appendix” of 1981 is so far the only offieial attempt by the 
Watch Tower Soeiety to overeome the lines of evidenee against the 
607 B.C.E. date presented in The Gentile Times Reeonsidered. 
Evidently realizing that the Soeiety’s defense is hopelessly 
inadequate, some seholarly Jehovah’s Witnesses and members of 
other Bible Student groups bave on their own initiative set about to 
work out papers in defense of the Gentile times ehronology. About 
half a dozen of such papers have eome to my attention. Most of 
them have been sent to me byjehovah’s Witnesses who have read 
them and wanted to know my opinion about them. 

A eommon feature of these papers is their laek of objeetivity. 
They all start with a preeoneeived idea that has to be defended at 
all eosts. Another eommon feature is that the papers time and 
again refleet inadequate researeh, often resulting in serious 
mistakes. Unfortunately, some of the papers also repeatedly resort 
to defaming language. In seholarly publications authors usually 
treat eaeh other with respeet, and eritieal papers are regarded as 
eonstmetive contributions to the ongoing debate. Should it not be 
expected that Christians, too, refrain from using disparaging and 
disgraceful language in referring to sineere erities? Gassifying them 
as “detraetors,” “ridierilers,” and so on, is the very opposite of the 
attitude reeommended by the apostle Peter at 1 Peter 3:15. 
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As the most important arguments presented in the papers that 
have eome to my attention have already been eonsidered in their 
proper contexts in the present work, there is no need to deal with 
them again here. A brief deseription of the papers eomposed by 
two of the most qualified defenders of the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
ehronology may be of interest to readers and is given below. 47 

KolfFuruli is a Jehovah’s Witness who lives in Oslo, Norway. He 
is a former distriet overseer and is regarded by Norwegian 
Witnesses as the leading apologist of Watch Tower teaehings in 
that country, and Witnesses often turn to him with their doetrinal 
problems. It is not to be wondered at, therefore, that he has seen it 
as an important task to “refute” my work on the Watch Tower 
Soeiety’s Gentile times ehronology. 

Furuli’s first attempt of that sort, a paper of more than one 
hundred pages ealled “Den njbabjloniske kronologi og Bibelen ” (”The 
Neo-Babylonian Chronology and the Bible”), was sent to me by 
Witnesses in Norway in 1987. Like the Watch Tower Soeiety in its 
“Appendix,” Furuli attempted to undermine the reliability of the 
historieal sources for the Neo-Babylonian ehronology presented in 
my work. To meet the wishes of the Norwegian Witnesses (who 
had eontaeted me in seeret), I deeided to write a reply to Furuli’s 
paper. 

The first 31 pages of my reply (which in all finally amounted to 
93 pages) were sent in the spring of 1987 to the Norwegian 
Witnesses, who soon provided Rolf Furuli with a eopy, too. Furuli 
quickly realized that his discussion had been shown to be 
untenable, and if he continued to eireiilate his paper, my reply 
would be eireiilated, too. To prevent this, he wrote me a letter, 
dated April 23, 1987, in which he deseribed his paper as just 
“private notes” which “not in all details” represented his “present 
views” but was solely an expression of the information available to 
him at the time it was written. He asked me to destroy my eopy of 
his paper and never quote from it again. 48 


47 Aeeording to the information I have, John Albu in New York is probably the Watch 
Tower ehronologist who was most deeply read in Neo-Babylonian history. Some 
years ago I was told that he has prepared some material in defense of the 607 
B.C.E. date, but up till now nothing of it has eome to my attention. Albu died in 
2004. 

48 As I later found out that Furuli continued to share his paper with Witnesses who 
had begun to question the Soeiety’s ehronology, I saw no reason to stop the 
circulation of my reply to it. 

A main point in Furuli’s argumentation was that the dates on some cuneiform 
documents from the Neo-Babylonian era ereate “overlaps” of a few months between 
some of the reigns, which he regarded as proof that extra years must be added to 
these reigns. These “overlaps” are discussed in the Appendix for ehapter 3 of the 
present work. 
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Three years later Furuli had prepared a seeond paper aimed at 
overthrowing the evidenee presented in my work. For some time 
Furuli had been studying Hebrew at the university in Oslo, and in 
his new paper of 36 pages (dated Febmary 1, 1990) he tried to 
argue that my discussion of the seventy years “for Babylon” was in 
eonfliet with the original Hebrew text. 

It was evident, though, that Furuli’s knowledge of Hebrew at 
that time was very imperfeet. Having consulted with a number of 
leading Seandinavian Hebraists, I wrote a reply of 69 pages, 
demonstrating in detail that his arguments throughout were based 
on a misunderstanding of the Hebrew language. As Furuli in his 
discussion had questioned the reliability of the Hebrew Masoretie 
text (MT) of the book of Jeremiah, my reply also included a 
defense of this text against the Greek Septuagint text (LXX) of the 
book. 

In 2003 Furuli published a book of 250 pages on the Persian 
ehronology, which is basieally a defenee of the erroneous Watch 
Tower dating of the reign of Artaxerxes I. Also included is a 
seetion of 18 pages eontaining another linguistically untenable 
discussion of the Biblieal 70-year passages. 49 

Philip Couture, a Jehovah’s Witness who resides in California, 
USA, has been a member of the Watch Tower movement sinee 
1947. He has for years been doing researeh on Neo-Babylonian 
history and ehronology, evidently in order to find some support for 
the 607 B.C.E. date. 

In the autumn of 1989 a friend in New Jersey, U.S.A., sent me a 
eopy of a treatise of 72 pages (which included a seetion with pages 
eopied from various works) entitied A Study of Watchtomr Neo- 
Babjlonian Chronology in the Ught of Aneient Sources. It was written by 
an anonymous Watch Tower apologist, and I did not notiee until 
much later that my friend had enelosed a slip of paper stating that 
the author was Philip Couture. 50 

Although Couture earefiilly avoids mention of my work, he 
repeatedly quotes from it or alludes to its eontents. The reason is, 
quite evidentiy, that he is not supposed to have read what in the 
Watch Tower publications is elassified as “apostate literature.” The 
only eritie that Couture mentions by name is a Seventh-Day 


49 Rolf Furuli, Persian Ohronology and the Length of the Babylonian Exile of the Jews 
(Oslo: R. Furuli A/S, 2003). For a review of the book, see the Appendix. 

50 This was also eonfirmed to me by Professor John A. Brinkman at the University of 
Ohieago, a letter from whom to Couture had been included in the treatise (with the 
name of the addressee removed). 
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Adventist, William MacCarty, who wrote a booklet on the Watch 
Tower Soeiety’s Gentile times calculation baekin 1975. 51 

Like Furuli’s first paper, Couture’s treatise is an attempt to 
undermine the reliabilìty of the historieal sources for the Neo- 
Babylonian ehronology. Despite his efforts, however, he fails to 
eome up with even one tenable argument that ean move the 
burden of evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date. The reason for this 
simply is that, however skilful and eapable a person may be, it will 
in the end be impossible for him to find any real and valid support 
for an idea that is false and therefore impossible to defend. 

About half of Couture’s treatise deals with astronomy and its 
relation to Neo-Babylonian ehronology. Unfortunately, this is an 
area that Couture was not quite familiar with. Thus, although a 
separate seetion of his paper eontains a “word of caution” 
regarding “the use and abuse of eelipses,” he himself repeatedly 
falls into the very pitfalls against which he warns. 52 

As this and other important points brought up by Couture have 
been dealt with in various seetions of the present work, no fiirther 
eomments on his treatise are given here. 53 I do not know if 
Couture is still prepared to defend his position. 

Some of the other papers sent to me present discussions of the 
Biblieal passages on the seventy years, but ignore the historieal 
evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date. 54 Such a discussion is not, as 
the author of the paper may intimate, an attempt to defend the 


51 William MacCarty, 1914 and Ohrist’s Seeond Coming (Washington, D.C.: Review and 
Herald Publishing Assoeiation, 1975). 

52 One example of this is his discussion of the lunar eelipse on Ululu 13 of the seeond 
year of Nabonidus, deseribed in the royal inseription Nabon. No. 18, which modern 
astronomers have identified with the one that took plaee on September 26, 554 
B.C.E. (This eelipse is discussed in ehapter 3 of the present work, seetion B-l-c.) 
On page 11 of his treatise, Couture elaims that “within a few years either direetion 
there are a number of other tunar eelipses which are just as possible.” But at none 
of the six alternative eelipses presented by Couture (dating from 563 to 543 B.C.E.) 
did the moon set heliaeally, as is explicitly stated in the inseription, and three of 
them were not even visible in Babylonia! Such errors reveal that Couture did not 
know how to calculate and identify aneient lunar eelipses. 

53 For readers who have read Couture’s treatise and are interested in my response to 
it, a separate, detailed refutation is available at a eharge to eover eopying eosts and 
postage. 

54 One example of this is a book of 136 pages written by eharles F. Redeker, The 
Biblieal 70 Years. A Look at the Exile and Desolation Periods (Southfield, Miehigan: 
Zion’s Tower of the Morning, 1993). Redeker is a member of the Dawn Bible 
Students, a eonservative Bible Student offshoot of the Watchtower organization 
formed in the early 1930’s in reaetion to the many ehanges of Russell’s teaehings 
introduced by the Watch Tower Soeiety’s seeond president, Joseph F. Rutherford. 
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Bible against attaeks founded upon secular sources. Rather, it is an 
attempt to foree the meaning of the Biblieal texts to adapt them to 
a theoty that is in glaring eonfliet with all historieal sources from the 
Neo-Babylonian period. The ehoiee in such discussions is not really 
between the Bible and secular sources; it is between the rantings of 
over-exalted minds and the historieal evidenee. As long as the 
historieal reality is ignored, such discussions amount to little more 
than futile exercises in eseapism or wishful thinking. 

It is to be expected that the attempts to overeome the historieal 
evidenee against the 607 B.C.E. date presented in this work will 
continue. New discussions, prepared by the Watch Tower Soeiety 
and/or other defenders of the 607 B.C.E.—1914 C.E. calculation 
will probably appear in the future. If, at least on the surface, some 
arguments presented in such discussions appear to have some 
strength, they will have to be eritieally examined and evaluated. If it 
turns out to be neeessary, a running eommentary on such 
discussions will be made available on the Internet. 



APPENDIX 


For Chapter One: 

ADDITIONAL NOTES ON THE SEOOND ADVENT MOVEMENT 

As noted on page 43, along with intense interest in time 
propheeies, the Seeond Advent movement was also eharaeterized 
by a number of other distinetive faetors. 

Many of the Seeond Adventist splinter groups that branehed off 
from the original Millerites rejeeted the immortal soul and heil 
doetrines (and even the trinity doetrine). This was due iargeiy to the 
artieies and traets published in the 1820’s, 1830’s, and 1840’s by a 
former Baptist pastor, Henry Greiv of Hartford, Connecticut and 
later of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 1 

The doetrine of “eonditional immortality” was first introduced 
among the Millerites by George Storrs. It was the reading of one of 
Grew’s traets in 1837 that turned Storrs against the immortal soul 
and hell doetrines, and he was later to beeome the leading 
ehampion in the United States of eonditionalism. 

Typieal of many Seeond Adventist periodieals, the World’s Crisis 
advoeated eonditionalism, the doetrine of the eonditional—not 
inherent—immortality of the human soul, with its eorollary tenet 
that the ultimate destiny of those who are rejeeted by God is 
destmetion or annihilation, not conscious torment. The World’s 
Crisis had advoeated the date of 1854 for Girist’s seeond eoming 
and when, like all the preeeding dates, this date failed, the 
“immortality question” eame strongly to the fore and caused a 
seeond major division within the original movement. 

1 LeRoy Edwin Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers, Washington D.C.: 
Review and Herald, 1965, pp. 300-315. Grew’s anti-trinitarian position, too, was 
adopted by a majority of the Seeond Adventists, including the three major 
Adventist groups that branehed off from the “original” Adventists: 1) the Seventh- 
Day Adventists, 2) the Advent ehristians, and 3) the “age to eome” Adventists. In 
1898 the SDA Church, on the authority of Ellen G. White, the “prophetess” of this 
movement, ehanged its position on the question. (Erwin Roy Gane, The Arian or 
Anti-Trinitarian Views Presented in Seventh-Day Adventist Literature and the Ellen 
G. White Answer, unpublished M.A. thesis, Andrews IJniversity, June 1963, pp. 1- 
110) Some deeades later, the Advent ehristian Church, too, began to reeonsider its 
anti-trinitarian position.—See David Arnold Dean, Eehoes of the Midnight Cry: The 
Millerite Heritage in the Apologeties of the Advent ehrístian Denomination, 1860- 
1960 (unpublished Th.D. dissertation, Westminster Theologieal Seminary, 1976) 
pp. 406-416. 
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Although the doetrine of eonditional immortality eventually was 
adopted by a majority of the Seeond Adventists, it was never 
aeeepted by the leadership of the original movement, which 
inereasingly began to eondemn it as a heresy in their periodieal, the 
Advent Herald. Finally, in 1858, the original Seeond Adventists, or 
the “Evangelieal Adventists,” as they now ealled themselves, 
openly broke with the “eonditionalist” Adventists and formed a 
separate organization, The Amerìean TLvangelieal Advent Conference. The 
Evangelieal Adventists, however, soon beeame a minority, as their 
members in inereasing numbers sided with the “eonditionalist” 
Adventists. The assoeiation finally died out in the early years of the 
20th century. 2 

After the break with the Evangelieal Adventists, the supporters 
of the World’s Crìsis, too, formed a separate denomination in 1860, 
The Advent Christian Assoeiation (later “The Advent Christian 
Church”), today the most important Adventist denomination aside 
from the Seventh-Day Adventists and jehovah’s Witnesses. 3 

Many “eonditionalist” Adventists did not join this assoeiation, 
however, partly because they were strongly opposed to all forms of 
structured church organization and would aeeept no names of their 
church but the “Church of God,” and partly also because of their 
distinetive “age to eome” views, that is, that the Jews would be 
restored to Palestine before the eoming of Christ, that his eoming 
would usher in the millenium, and that the saints would reign with 
Christ for a thousand years, during which period his kingdom 

2 David Tallmadge Arthur, “Come out of Babylon”: A Study of Millerìte Separatism 
and Denominationalism, 1840-1865 (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
Roehester, 1970), pp. 291-306; isaae C. Wellcome, History of the Seeond Advent 
Message (Yarmouth [Maine], Boston, New York, London, 1874), pp. 597-600, 609, 
610. See also the excellent overview by D. A. Dean, op. eit., pp. 122-129. Even 
Joshua V. Himes, editor of the Advent Herald and the most influential leader of the 
original movement after the death of Miller in 1849, adopted the “eonditionalist” 
position in 1862 and left the Evangelieal Adventists. 

3 Numerically, the membership of this church has remained at about 30,000-50,000 
throughout its history. The two most influential leaders and writers at the 
formation of the assoeiation were H. L. Hastings and Miles Grant, the latter being 
editor of the World’s Crisis from 1856 to 1876. Hastings left the assoeiation in 
1865 and remained independent of all assoeiations for the rest of his life, although 
he continued to advoeate eonditionalism and other teaehings of the Advent 
ehristian denomination. (See Dean, op. eit., pp. 133-135, 142, 210-294.) 
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would be set up on earth. By the early 1860’s, these Adventists had 
been separated from the Advent Christians. 4 

In 1863 another group of “eonditionalist” Adventists, headed by 
Rufus Wendell, George Storrs, R. E. Ladd, W. S. Campbell, and 
others, broke with the Advent Christian Assoeiation and formed a 
new denomination, The Tife and Advent Union. This group 
promulgated the view that only the righteous would be resurrected 
at Christ’s eoming. The wicked dead would remain in their graves 
forever. They also denied the personality of the holy spirit and even 
of the devil. For the promotion of these teaehings, they started a 
new paper, Herald of Ttfe and of the Coming Kingdom, with Storrs as 
editor. 5 Storrs later ehanged his view of the resurrection and left 
the group in 1871, resuming the publishing of his earlier Bihle 
Examiner magazine. 

For ehapter Two: 

METHODS OF REOKONING REGNAL YEARS 
The aeeession and nonaeeession year systems 

Babylon, and later Medo-Persia, applied the aeeession jear sjstem, in 
which the year during which a king eame to power was reekoned as 
his aeeession year, and the next year beginning on Nisan 1 (spring), 
was reekoned as his first year. 

In Egypt the opposite method was applied: the year in which a 
king eame to power was counted as his first year. There is evidenee 
to show that the latter method, the nonaeeession jear sjstem, was also 
applied in the kingdom of Judah. The evidenee is as follows: 

1. The battle of Carchemish in 605 B.C.E., when the army of 
Pharaoh Neeo of Egypt was defeated by Nebuchadnezzar, is stated 
at Jeremiah 46:2 as having occurred “in the fourth year of Jehoiakim 

4 The leading advoeate of these views was Joseph Marsh in Roehester, N.Y., editor of 
the Advent Harbinger and Bible Advoeate (in 1854 ehanged to Prophetie Expositor 
and Bible Advoeate). See also D. T. Arthur, op. eit., pp. 224—227, 352-371. Henry 
Grew as well as Bible translator Benjamin Wilson both assoeiated with this group. 
(Historieal Waymarks of the Church of God, Oregon, Illinois: Church of God General 
Conference, 1976, pp. 51-53) Due to their opposition to all church organization, 
the “age to eome” Adventists were very loosely assoeiated. A more stable 
organization was not formed until 1921, when the Church of God of the Abrahamie 
Faith was organized with headquarters in Oregon, Illinois. — D. T. Arthur, op. eit., 
p. 371. 

5 D. A. Dean, op. eit., pp. 135-138; D. T. Arthur, op. eit ., pp.349-351. The Life and 
Advent Union lived on until 1964, when it merged again with the Advent ehristian 
Church. 
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the son of Josiah, king of Judah.” Aeeording to Jeremiah 25:1 “the 
fourth year of Jehoiakim . . . was the first year of Nebuchadnezzar.” 
But the Neo-Babylonian Chronicle 5 (B.M. 21946) elearly states that 
this battle took plaee in Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession jear, not in his 
first year. 6 The reason why Jeremiah reekons Nebuchadnezzar’s 
aeeession year as his first year seems to be that Judah did not apply 
the aeeession year system. Jeremiah, therefore, applied the Jewish 
non-aeeession year system not only to Jehoiakim, but also to 
N ebuchadnezzar. 

2. In 2 Kings 24:12; 25:8, and Jeremiah 52:12 jehoiaehin’s 
deportation and the destmetion of Jemsalem are said to have taken 
plaee in Nebuchadnezzar’s eighth and nineteenth regnal years, while 
Jeremiah 52:28-30 seems to put these events in Nebuchadnezzar’s 
seventh and eighteenth years, respeetively. The differenee in both eases 
is one year. The Neo-Babylonian Chronicle 5 is in agreement with 
Jeremiah 52:28 in stating that Nebuchadnezzar seized Jemsalem 
and captured jehoiaehin in his seventh year. 

There is evidenee to show that the last ehapter of Jeremiah, 
ehapter 52, was not authored byjeremiah himself. This is elearly 
indieated by the concluding statement of the preeeding ehapter 
(Jeremiah 51:64): “Thus far are the words of Jeremiah.” Chapter 
52, in faet, is almost word for word taken from 2 Kings 24:18- 
25:30, the only exception beingjeremiah 52:28—30, the verses eontaining 
the divergenee of one year in the referenee to Nebuchadnezzar’s 
regnal years. 7 Professor Albertus Pieters in all probability gives the 
eorreet explanation of this differenee when he states: 

This differenee is perfeetly explained if we assume that the 
seetion in question was added to the propheeies of Jeremiah by 
someone in Babylon who had aeeess to an offieial report or reeord, 
in which the date would, of course, be set down aeeording to the 
Babylonian reekoning. 8 


6 The Neo-Babylonian ehronieles are discussed in Ohapter Three, seetion B-l. 

7 It eannot be determined whether ehapter 52 was added by Jeremiah himself, his 
seribe Bameh, or some other person. The reason why this seetion from 2 Kings 
was included may have been “to show how Jeremiah’s propheeies were fulfilled.”— 
Dr. J. A. Thompson, The Book of Jeremiah (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdman’s 
Publishing Co., 1980), pp. 773, 774. 

8 Albertus Pieters, “The Third Year of Jehoiakim,” in From the Pyramids to Paul, ed. 
by Lewis Gaston Leary (New York: Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1935), p. 186. That 
the information in Jeremiah 52:28-30 may have been added to the book of 
Jeremiah in Babylonia is also supported by the faet that the Greek Septuagint 
(LXX) version of Jeremiah, which was produced in Egypt (perhaps from a 
manuscript preserved by the Jews in that country), does not include these verses. 
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The eompiler of Jeremiah 52, then, faithfhlly reproduced the 
dates found in his two sources, even if those sources refleeted two 
different ways of reekoning regnal years: the aeeession year system 
used by the Babylonians, and the nonaeeession year system used by 
the Jews. 

The last four verses of ehapter 52 of Jeremiah (verses 31-34), 
although taken verbatim from 2 Kings 25:27-30, also refleets the 
aeeession year system, which may be explained by the faet that the 
passage reproduces information that originally must have been 
reeeived from Babylonia. As stated in this passage, Evil-merodaeh 
(Awel-Marduk), “in the year of his beeoming king,” released the 
Judean king Jehoiaehin from prison in the 37th year of his exile. 
Aeeording to Professor Pieters the clause “in the year of his 
beeoming king” (Jeremiah 52:31) “is the teehnieally eorreet term 
for the year of the monareh’s aeeession,” 9 the Babylonian 
documents using a similar expression when referring to the 
aeeession year. 

That the writer of the passage in Jeremiah 52:28-34 used the 
aeeession year system is thus the conclusion of a number of 
modern Biblieal seholars. 10 

3. The aeeession year system is most probably also employed by 
the prophet Daniel at Daniel 1:1, where he dates the first 
deportation of Jewish exiles to the “third year” of Jehoiakim. This 
deportation, however, must have followed upon the battle of 
Carchemish, the vietory there paving the way for 
Nebuchadnezzar’s invasion and conquest of the countries in the 
west, including Judah. 

As noted above, this battle is dated at Jeremiah 46:2 to the ‘fourth 
year” of Jehoiakim, not to his third. Most eommentators, therefore, 
ehoose to regard the “third year” of Daniel 1:1 as a historieal 
blunder by the author of the book, and as indieating that he was 
not eontemporary with the event, but was writing hundreds of 
years afterwards. Some, including the Watch Tower Soeiety, argue 
that the deportation mentioned in the text was identieal with the 
one that occurred eight years later, after the end of Jehoiakim’s 
llth year of reign, when his son and successor jehoiaehin was 
exiled to Babylon. 11 


9 Pieters, op. eit., p. 184. 

10 See, for example, John Bright, The Anehor Bible: Jeremiah (N.Y.: Doubleday, 1965), 
p. 369; J. A. Thompson, op. eit., p.782, and J. Philip Hyatt, “New Light on 
Nebuchadnezzar and Judean History,” Journal of Biblieal Literature, Vol. 75 (1956), 
p. 278. 

11 Insight an the Scriptures, Vol. 1 (Brooklyn, New York: Watchtower Bible and Traet 
Soeiety of New York, ine., 1988), p. 1269. A detailed examination of this theory is 
presented in the Appendix for Ohapter Five: “The ‘third year of Jehoiakim’ (Daniel 
1 : 1 , 2 ).” 
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However, if it is aeeepted that Daniel was living in Babylon in 
the Neo-Babylonian period and was occupying a high rank in its 
administration, it would have been natural for him to apply the 
Babylonian ealendar and their system of reekoning regnal years, 
and to do this as well when referring to the reigns of non- 
Babylonian kings, including Jehoiakim, just as Jeremiah, living in 
Judea, eonversely applied the Jewish nonaeeession year system in 
referring to Nebuchadnezzar’s reign. 

4. The Babylonian ealendar was also used (alongside the 
Egyptian eivil ealendar) by the Jewish eolony at Elephantine in s. 
Egypt from the 5th century onward, as has been established by Dr. 
Bezalel Porten and others. Dr. Saeha Stern concludes that, “Non- 
Jewish or ‘offieial’ ealendars were routinely used by Diaspora Jews 
throughout the whole of Antiquity.” 12 

Several difficult problems in Biblieal ehronology are easily 
solved if the aeeession and nonaeeession year systems are taken 
into eonsideration. A study of the ehronologieal tables in the final 
seetion of this Appendix (“Chronological tables eovering the 
seventy years”) will make this elear. 

Nisan and Tishri years 

It is well established that the Assyrian, Babylonian and Persian 
ealendar started on Nisan 1 (the first day of the month Nisan in the 
spring), which was also the beginning of the regnal years. The Jews, 
in later times, had two beginnings of their ealendar years: Nisan 1 
in the spring and Tishri 1 six months later in the autumn—Tishri 1 
being the older new-year day. 13 Although Nisan was the beginning 
of the saered ealendar year, and the months were always numbered 
from it, 14 Tishri was retained as the beginning of the secular ealendar 
year. 

The problem is: Did the kings of Judah follow the custom of 
Babylon and other countries in reekoning the regnal years from 
Nisan 1, or did they reekon them from Tishri, the beginning of 
their secular year? Although seholars disagree on this, there is 
evidenee to show that the kings of Judah reekoned their regnal 
years on a Tishri-to-Tishri basis. 


12 Saeha Stern, “The Babylonian Calendar at Elephantine,” Zeitsehríft far Papyrologie 
and Epigraphik, Band 130 (2000), p. 159. 

13 J. D. Douglas, ed., New Bible Dietionary, 2nd ed. (Leieester, England : Inter-Varsity 
Press, 1982), p. 159; eompare Insight on the Scriptures, Vol. 1, p. 391. 

14 “In the Hebrew Scriptures the months are numbered from Nisan, regardless of 
whether the reekoning of the year was from spring or fall.” — Edwin R. Thiele, The 
Mysteríous Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, revised edition (Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan Publishing House, 1983), p. 52. In footnote 11 on the same page he 
gives many examples of this. 
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1. Jeremiah 1:3 states that the inhabitants of Jemsalem, after the 
desolation of the eity, “went into exile in the fifth month,” which is 
also in agreement with the reeord in 2 Kings 25:8—12. Yet this fifth 
month is said to have been at “the end of the eleventh year of 
Zedekiah.” 15 Only if the regnal years were reekoned as beginning 
from Tishri (the seventh month) could the fifth month be said to 
be at “the end of Zedekiah’s eleventh regnal year, which then 
ended with the next month, Elul, the sixth month. 

2 . Aeeording to 2 Kings 22:3-10 King Josiah of Judah, in his 
eighteenth year, began repairs on the temple of Jemsalem. During 
these repairs High Priest Hilkiah found “the book of the law” in 
the temple. 16 This diseovery resulted in an extensive eampaign 
against idolatry throughout the whole land. After that Josiah 
reinstituted the passover on Nisan 14, two weeks after the 
beginning of the new year aeeording to the saered ealendar. Very 
interestingly, this passover is said to have been eelebrated “in the 
eighteenth year of King Josiah.” (2 Kings 23:21-23) As the repairs of 
the temple, the eleansing of the land from idolatry and many other 
things reeorded in 2 Kings 22:3-23:23 could not reasonably have 
occurred within just two weeks, it seems obvious that Josiah’s 
eighteenth regnal year was not counted from Nisan 1, but from 
Tishri 1. 

3 . Another indieation of a Tishri reekoning of regnal years in 
Judah is given in Jeremiah 36. In “the jonrth year of Jehoiakim” 
(verse 1), Yahweh told Jeremiah to write in a book all the words he 
had spoken to him against Israel, Judah, and all the nations (verse 
2). This Jeremiah did through Bameh, his seeretary (verse 4). When 
Bameh had finished the work, Jeremiah asked him to “go, and 
from the seroll you wrote at my dietation, read all the words of 
Yahweh to the people in his Temple on the day of the fast.” 
(Jeremiah 36:5, 6, /B). Which fast? 

This was evidently a speeial fast proelaimed for some 
unspecified reason. Most probably the reason was the battle of 
Carchemish in May-June that same year, “in the fonrth year of 
Jehoiakim” (Jeremiah 46:2), and the subsequent events, including 
the siege laid against Jemsalem in the same year aeeording to 


15 KIV, ASV, NASB, and other versions. The New World Translation (NW) uses the 
word “eompletion”: “until the eompletion of the eleventh year of Zedekiah the son of 
Josiah, the king of Judah, until Jemsalem went into exile in the fifth month “ 

16 As argued by many eommentators, the “book of the law” probably was the book of 
Deuteronomy, which may have been lost for some time, but was now rediseovered. 
Cf. Professor Donald J. Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings (Leieester: Inter-Varsity Press, 
1993), pp. 294-296. 



Appendix 319 


Daniel 1:1. Though Nebuchadnezzar by now, due to the death of 
his father, had returned to Babylon (as reeorded in the Neo- 
Babylonian Chronicle 5), the Jews had good reasons for fearing that 
he soon would return and continue his operations in Judah and the 
surrounding areas. Against this background, a “summons to a fast 
in the presenee of Yahweh for the whole population of Jemsalem 
and for all the people who could eome to Jemsalem from the 
towns of Judah” (Jeremiah 36:9, JB) is quite understandable. Very 
interestingly, this fast, at which Baruch was to read aloud from the 
seroll he had written, took plaee “in the fifth year of Jehoiakim the 
son of Josiah, the king of Judah, in the ninth month, "aeeording to the 
same verse. 

If Jehoiakim’s regnal years were counted from Nisan, the first 
month, Baruch began to write down Jeremiah’s propheeies about a 
year prior to this fast. Besides, it seems to have been proelaimed 
already in the fourth year of Jehoiakim (verses 1, 6), and thus about 
nine months before it was held. All this seems very improbable. 
But if Jehoiakim’s regnal years were counted from Tishri, the 
seventh month, his fourth year ended with Elul, the sixth month 
(eorresponding to parts of August-September, 605 B.C.E.), and the 
fast in the ninth month (parts of November—Deeember, 605 
B.C.E.) took plaee a little more than two months after the 
beginning of Jehoiakim’s fifth year. 

Bameh’s writing down of Jeremiah’s propheeies, then, took only 
a few months, which is more probable, and the fast could have 
been proelaimed only two months before it was held, and not long 
after the battle of Carchemish and the subsequent Babylonian 
operations in Syria and Palestine in the summer and autumn of 605 
B.C.E. 17 

4 . There is evidenee, too, that Jewish writers, when referring to 
foreign kings, at least sometimes reekoned their regnal years 
aeeording to the Tishri year. This is done by Nehemiah for 
example. In Nehemiah 1:1 he refers to the month Chislev 


17 Aeeording to the Neo-Babylonian Chronicle 5 Nebuchadnezzar was enthroned in 
Babylon “on the first day of the month Elul,” eorresponding to September 7, 605 
B.O.E., Julian ealendar. After that, and still in his aeeession year, 
“Nebuchadnezzar returned to Hattu [the Syro-Palestinian area in the west]. Until 
the month Shebat [parts of January-February, 604 B.C.E.] he marehed about 
victorious in Hattu.” — A. K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, (Locust 
Valley, New York: JJ. Augustin Publisher, 1975), p. 100. Thus Nebuchadnezzar 
may already have returned to the Hattu area at the time of the fast in November or 
Deeember, 605 B.C.E. The danger of another invasion of Judah, therefore, seemed 
impending. 



320 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


(November—Deeember) in the tmntieth year of Artaxerxes. But the 
month of Nisan of the next year is still referred to as in Artaxerxes’ 
tmntieth year of rule. (Nehemiah 2:1) If Nehemiah reekoned 
Artaxerxes’ regnal years from Nisan 1, he should have written 
tmnty-fmt year at ehapter 2, verse 1. Nehemiah, therefore, obviously 
reekoned the regnal years of the Persian king Artaxerxes aeeording 
to the Jewish Tishri-to-Tishri ealendar, not aeeording to the Persian 
Nisan-to-Nisan count. This is also supported in the Watch Tower 
Soeiety’s Bible dietionary, Insight on the Seriptnres, Vol. 2 (1988), 
pages 487, 488. 18 

That Judah followed a Tishri-to-Tishri reekoning of the regnal 
years, at least in this period of its history, is the conclusion of some 
of the best seholars and students of Bible ehronology, for example, 
Sigmund Mowinckel, Julian Morgenstein, Friedrieh Karl Kienitz, 
Abraham Malamat, and Edwin R. Thiele. 19 Although this way of 
reekoning regnal years makes the synehronisms between Judah and 
Babylon somewhat more eomplieated, it elears up many problems 
when applied. In the ehronologieal tables on pages 350-352 of this 
book, both kinds of regnal years are paralleled with our modern 
ealendar. 


18 Few seholars seem to hold that Judah in the seventh and sixth centuries B.C.E. 
employed this eombination of both the nonaeeession year system and the Tishri-to- 
Tishri count of the regnal years, as advoeated in this work. Those who opt for the 
nonaeeession year system usually hold that Judah applied the Nisan-to-Nisan 
reekoning, and those who argue that Tishri-to-Tishri regnal years were used 
generally believe that the aeeession year system was employed. 

19 See for example J. Morgenstein’s review of Parker and Dubberstein’s Babylonian 
Ohronology 626 B.C.-A.D. 45 in the Journal of Near Eastern Studies, Vol. 2 (1943), 
pp. 125-130, and Dr. A. Malamat’s artiele, “The Twilight of Judah: In the 
Egyptian-Babylonian Maelstrom,” in Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, Vol. 
XXVII (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1975), p. 124, including note 2; also K. S. Freedy and D. 
B. Redford, “The Dates in Ezekiel in Relation to Biblieal, Babylonian and Egyptian 
Sources,” Journal of the Ameriean Oriental Soeiety, Vol. 90 (1970), pp. 464, 465. 
Dr. Edwin R. Thiele, however, assumes that while the books of Kings reekon the 
regnal years from Tishri, Jeremiah and Ezekiel both reekon them from Nisan. (E. 
R. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983, pp. 51-53, 182-191.) This seems a rather far-fetehed 
speculation, and there is no need for it, if we allow for both Tishri regnal years and 
the nonaeeession year system for this period. 
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For ehapter Three: 

SOME COMMENTS ON OOPYING, READING, AND SORIBAL 
ERRORS IN CUNEIFORM TABLETS 

If twenty years are to be added to the Neo-Babylonian era, 
eonsiderable mimbers of texts dated to eaeh of these years should have 
been found. It would never do to eome up with one or two oddly 
dated documents from the era. Like modern elerks, seeretaries, and 
bookkeepers, the Babylonian seribes now and then made errors in 
writing. As the writing had to be done while the elay tablet was 
soft, some of the errors could be eorreeted before the tablet dried 
out. Many tablets bear traees of crossings-out and eorreetions. 
Usually, the errors found on the tablets eoneern minor details, 
repetitions, omissions, ete. Although the errors sometimes also 
eoneern the date, it is remarkable that most of the odd dates found 
in modern catalogues of Babylonian tablets turn out to be modem 
reading, eopying, or printing errors, including misreading or 
misprinting of royal names. 

In their attempts at defending the Watch Tower Soeiety’s 
ehronology, some Witnesses, both in the United States and 
Norway, have exploited not only such eopying, reading, and seribal 
errors in cuneiform texts, but also the dates on some documents 
that seem to ereate overlaps of a few weeks or months between the 
reigns of some of the Neo-Babylonian rulers. For this reason it 
seems neeessary to take a eloser look at these problems. 

Modem eopying and reading errors 

As Mr. C. B. F. Walker at the British Museum points out, 
“modern readers frequently ineorreetly read numbers and month 
names on Babylonian tablets.” 20 Royal names, too, are sometimes 
misread by modern seholars. Sinee dating within the Babylonian 
period is based on regnalyears (rather than an era dating) the name 
of the king involved is obviously eraeial. 

Thus on one published text the translation referred to 
Babylonian raler “ Labashi-Mardttk’s 4thyear. 21 Later seholars 


20 Letter Walker-Jonsson, Oetober 1, 1987. This is also refleeted in the CBT 
catalogues on the Sippar eolleetion at the British Museum, referred to in ehapter 
3, note 60, which list some 40,000 texts. Quite a number of the odd dates are just 
printing errors, while many others on eollation turn out to be reading errors. A list 
with eorreetions and additions is kept at the museum by Mr. Walker. 

21 R. Campbell Thompson, A Catalogue of the Late Babylonian Tablets in the Bodleian 
Library, Oxford IV (London: Luzac and Co., 1927), tablet no. A 83. 
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realized that the text actually referred to Assyrian king Shamash- 
shum-ukin.' 1 ' 1 (There is a wide differenee in our alphahetieal spelling of 
the two names, but one must remember these were written in 
enneiform signs which, in this ease, were much more easily 
mistakable.) A similar error in reading another tablet resulted in 
referenee to the 21 st year of Sin-shar-ishkun, the next to the last 
Assyrian king. 23 Later reexamination of this damaged seetion led to 
the conclusion the referenee was more probably to Babylonian king 
Nabu-apla-usur (Nabopolassar). 24 

Seribal errors 

Not all the odd dates are modem errors, however. It is well 
established that the Persian king Camhyses, the son of Cyrus, mled 
for eight years (529/28—522/21 B.C.E.). Yet one text from his 
reign (BM 30650) seemed to be dated to Cambyses’ “llthyear”. At 
first the text caused much discussion among seholars, but it was 
finally concluded that it refers to Cambyses’_/zrj/year. The number 
“1” had been written over an original “10,” which the seribe had 
not been able to eompletely erase, resulting in a number that easily 
could be misread as “ll”. 25 

Another document was dated to the “ lOth year” of Cyrus, 
although it is known from all aneient sources that Cyrus ruled for 
nine years only. The problem was soon resolved. In the period 


22 Letter Dr. D. J. Wiseman-Jonsson, June 19, 1987. 

23 G. Contenau in Textes Cuneiform.es, Tome XII, Oontrats Néo-Babyloniens, I (Paris: 
Librarie Orientaliste, 1927), p. 2 + Pl. X, tablet no. 16; Arehiv fur Orientforschung, 
Vol. 16, 1952-53, p. 308; Journal of Cuneiform Studies, Vol. 35:1-2, 1983, p.59. 

24 Letter from Dr. Béatriee André of the Louvre Museum to C. O. Jonsson, Mareh 20, 
1990. As Nabopolassar, the father of Nebuchadnezzar, ruled for 21 years, this 
reading of the royal name ereates no problem. — In the early days of Assyriology 
the reading of royal names was an even more arduous task. In 1877, for example, 
Wt. St. Chad Boscawen found two tablets in the arehive of the Babylonian Egibi 
banking house, which seemed to mention two previously unknown Neo-Babylonian 
kings: Marduk-shar-uzur and La-khab-ba-si-kudur. Later, however, it turned out 
that the two names were misreadings for Nergal-shar-uzur [Neriglissar] and 
Labashi-Marduk. Aeeording to the banker Bosanquet, who fmaneially supported 
Boscawen’s work on the tablets, there was also a tablet in the Egibi arehive dated 
to the 1 lth year of Nergal-shar-uzur. However, no such tablet has sinee been 
found in the eolleetion at the British Museum. It was most probably another 
misreading, and Bosanquet himself did not refer to it again when he later 
presented his own speculative and wholly untenable ehronology of the Neo- 
Babylonian era.— Transaetions of the Soeiety of Biblieal Arehaeology, Vol.6 (London 
1878), pp. 11, 78, 92, 93, 108-111, 262, 263; S. M. Evers, “George Smith and the 
Egibi Tablets,” Iraq, Vol. LV, 1993, p. 110. 

25 F. H. Weissbach in Zeitsehrift der Deutschen Morgenlándisehen Gesellsehaft, Vol. 
LV, 1901, pp. 209, 210, with referenees. 
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involved, the seribes eommonly made duplicate eopies of an 
agreement, one for eaeh party. Numbers of such duplicates have 
been found, including one for this text. But instead of being dated 
to the tenth jear of Cyrus, this eopy is dated to the “2nd jear” of 
Cyrus. The first eopy evidently eontained a seribal error. 26 

The two above-mentioned examples are from the Persian era. 
What about the Neo-Babylonian period? 

A few documents from this era with unusual dates have been 
found that ereate some problems. It is remarkable, however, that 
the problems have to do with month mimbers only, not mth jear 
nnmbers. Some defenders of Watch Tower ehronology in their 
extreme efforts to find at least some support for their position have 
illogieally sought to transform these overlaps of months into 
evidenee for differenees involving jears. As the evidenee will show, 
none of the documents ean be used in a valid way to question the 
ehronology of the period. 

Overlap Nebuchadnezzar/Awel-Marduk? 

Two of the tablets eontaining problematie dates are from the 
aeeession-year of Awel-Marduk, the son and successor of 
N ebuchadnezzar. 

The latest document from the reign of Nebuchadnezzar is dated 
VI/26/43 (month 6, day 26, year 43, eorresponding to Oet. 8, 562 
B.C.E.). Aeeording to Parker <& Dubberstein’s Babjlonian 
ehronolojy, published in 1956, the first text from the reign of his son 
and successor, Awel-Marduk, is dated VI/26/acc. (month 6, day 
26, aeeession year), that is, on the same daj. 21 

Sinee 1956, however, a couple of tablets from Sippar have been 
found that are dated to Awel-Marduk’s aeeession-year one month 
earlier, that is in the fifth month. On one tablet (BM 58872) the day 
nrnnber is damaged and illegible, but the other tablet (BM 75322) is 


26 Weissbach, ibid., p. 210. 

27 R. A. Parker and W. H. Dubberstein, Babylonian Ohronology: 626 B.C.-AD. 75 
(Providenee: Brown University Press, 1956), p. 12. 

28 A translation of the first text (BM 58872) was published by R. H. Saek in 1972 (no. 
79 in Ronald H. Saek, Amel-Marduk 562-560 B.C., Neukirchen-Vluyn: 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1972, pp. 3, 106). For the seeond text (BM 75322), see CBT 
(ef. p. 321, note 20), Vol. VIII, p.31. Two other texts published by Saek (numbered 
56 and 70 in his work) seem to be dated to the “4th month” of Awel-Marduk’s 
aeeession-year, which would imply an overlap of two months with the reign of his 
father. However, Mr. Walker, who eollated the two texts in 1990, eonfirmed that 
no.56 (=BM 80920) is dated to the “7th month”, as shown also in Ci?TVIII, p.245. 
In Saek no. 70 (BM 65270), the month name is difficult to read, and “it is perhaps 
most likely that the month is 7 rather than 4” —Letter Walker-Jonsson, November 
13, 1990. Cf. also D. J. Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar and Babylon (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1985), pp. 113, 114. 
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elearly dated V/20/acc. 28 These texts, then, indieate that there was 
an overlap of over one month between the reigns of the two kings: 

Nebuchadnezzar’s 43 nd year:_ last text: VI/26/43 

Months: | montb 4 \ month 5 \ month 6 \ month 7 \ 

Awel-Marduk’s aeeession-year: first text: V/20/acc 

An explanation for this overlap maybe that Nebuchadnezzar 
died earlier than Oetober (the sixth month of the Babylonian 
ealendar year included part of Oetober) and that some seribes 
continued to date documents to his reign for a few weeks until it 
was fully elear who his successor would be. Berossus states that his 
son and successor Awel-Marduk “managed the affairs in a lawless 
and outrageous fashion,” and therefore “was plotted against and 
killed by Neriglisaros [Neriglissar], his sister’s husband,” after only 
two years of reign. 29 As argued by the Polish Assyriologist Stefan 
Zawadzki, the wicked eharaeter of Awel-Marduk was probably 
evident already before his beeoming king, which may have 
provoked opposition to his succession to the throne in some 
influential quarters. This may have been the reason why some 
seribes for a few weeks continued to date their documents to the 
reign of his deeeased father. 30 (It has been pointed out earlier that 
Nabonidus evidentiy viewed Awel-Marduk as an usurper.) 

In order to add some years to the Neo-Babylonian period, 
someone might argue, as did one Norwegian source, that the dates 
above, rather than indieating an overlap, show that 
Nebuchadnezzar’s forty-third year was not the same as Awel- 


29 Stanley Mayer Burstein, The Babyloniaea of Berossiis. Sources from the Aneient 
Near East, Vol. 1, faseiele 5 (Malibu, Calif.: Undena Publications, 1978), p. 28. 

30 Stefan Zawadzki, “Politieal Situation in Babylonia During Amel-Marduk’s Reign,” in 
J. Zabloeka and S. Zawadzki (eds.), Shulmu IV: Everyday Life in Aneient Near East: 
Papers Presented at the International Oonferenee, Poznan, 19-22 September, 1989 
(Poznan: Adam Mickiewicz University Press, 1993), pp. 309-317. That 
Nebuchadnezzar probably had died before the sixth month of the 43rd year is also 
supported by a Neo-Babylonian text from Uruk, YBC 4071, dated to the 15th of 
Abu (the fifth month), 43rd year of “The Lady of Uruk, King of Babylon” (the “Lady 
of Uruk” being Ishtar, the goddess of war and love, a great temple of whom was 
loeated in Uruk). Dr. David B. Weisberg, who published this text in 1980, 
concludes that Nebuchadnezzar evidently was dead at this time, although 
“cautious seribes continued to date to him even after his death, waiting pmdently 
to see who his successor would be. One, however, may have tipped his hand and 
opted for a dating to The Lady-of-Uruk, ‘King’ of Babylon.” —D. B. Weisberg, Texts 
from the Time of Nebuchadnezzar, Yale Oriental Series, Vol. XVII (New Haven and 
London: Yale University Press, 1980), p. xix. Cf. Zawadzki, op. eit., p. 312. 
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Marduk’s aeeession-year, and that either Nebuchadnezzar ruled for 
more than forty-three years or there was another, unknown king 
between them. 

Such assumptions, however, are disproved by the Bible itself. A 
eomparison of 2 Kings 24:12 and 2 Chronicles 36:10 with Jeremiah 
52:28 shows that jehoiaehin’s exile began toward the end of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s seventh regnal year. This would mean that at the 
death of Nebuchadnezzar in his forty-third year jehoiaehin had 
spent almost thirty-six years in exile (43-7=36), and that the thirty- 
seventh year of exile began later in that same year, in the aeeession- 
year of Awel-Marduk (Evil-Merodaeh). And this is exactly what we 
are told in Jeremiah 52:31: 

But in the thirty-seventh year of the exile of jehoiaehin king of 
Judah, in the twelfth month, on the twenty-flfth day of the month, 
Evil-merodaeh king of Babylon, in the year he eame to the throne, 
pardoned jehoiaehin ldng of Judah and released him from 
prison .—Jernsakm Bible. (Compare 2 Kings 25:27.) 

Clearly, the Bible does not allow for any additional years 
between the forty-third year of Nebuchadnezzar and the aeeession- 
year of Awel-Marduk. 

Overlap Awel-Mard.uk/Neriglissar? 

Before the publication of the CBT catalogues in 1986-88 (see p. 
321, note 20), the latest tablet known from the reign of Awel- 
Marduk was dated V/17/2 (Aug. 7, 560 B.C.E.), while the first tablet 
from the reign of his successor Neriglissar was dated V/21/acc. 
(Aug. 11, 560 B.C.E.). Only four days, then, separated the latest 
tablet from Awel-Marduk’s reign from the first tablet dated to 
Neriglissar. 31 

In the CBT catalogues, however, there are two texts that seem 
to ereate a eonsiderable overlap between the reigns of Awel- 
Marduk and Neriglissar. The first (BM 61325) is from the reign of 
Awel-Marduk and is dated to the tenth month of his seeond regnal 
year (X/19/2), or about five months later than the latest tablet 
previously known from his reign. 32 

This overlap of five months with the reign of Neriglissar is 
fiirther extended by the seeond text, BM 75489, which is dated to 

31 Ronald H. Saek, “Nergal-sharra-usur, King of Babylon as seen in the Cuneiform, 
Greek, Latin and Hebrew Sources ,” Zeitsehrift fur Assyriologie, Vol. 68 (Berlin, 
1978), p. 132. 

32 CBT VII, p.36. The catalogue has day “17”, which is eorreeted to “19” in Walker’s 
list. 
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the seeond month of NerigHssar’s aeeession-year (II/4/aee.), or 
about three months and a half earlier than the earliest tablet previously 
known from his reign. 33 Together, these two texts seem to ereate 
an overiap of eight and a half months: 

Awel-Marduk’s 2nd year:_ last text: X/19/2 

Months: | month 1 \ month 2 \ months3—9 \ month 10 \ 

Neriglissar’s aeeession-year: first text: II/4/aee 

How ean this overlap be explained? Again, someone might 
argue that the dates above, rather than showing an overlap, indieate 
that Awel-Marduk’s seeond year was not the same as Neriglissar’s 
aeeession-year, and that either he ruled for more than two years or 
that there was another, tinknoim mler between the two. 

Any evidenee, however, in support of such assumptions is 
eompletely laeking. It should be kept in mind that eaeh of their 
knonm regnal years are eovered by numerous dated tablets, both 
published and unpublished. If Awel-Marduk ruled for more than 
two years, we would have a large number of tablets, eeonomie and 
other types, dated to eaeh of those additional years. 

It is of eonsiderable interest in this eonneetion that the Urtik 
Kdng List (discussed in ehapter 3, seetion B-lb) speeifies the reign 
of Neriglissar as “‘3’ (years) 8 months”. As Neriglissar’s reign 
ended in the first month (Nisanu) of his fourth year (see below), he 
aeeeded to the throne in the fifth month (Abu) three years and 
eight months earlier, aeeording to this kinglist. This is the satne month 
as that established earlier for his aeeession, before the tm odd dates mentioned 
above mre diseovered. 

There are good reasons to believe that the information given in 
the Uruk King List was based upon sources that go baek to the 
Neo-Babylonian period itself, including the ehronieles. The 
preserved figures are all in good agreement with those established 
by the eontemporary documents. This seems to be true even 
when—in two eases—the number of months is given. 

Thus the Uruk King List gives Labashi-Marduk a reign of only 
three months, and the eontraets from Uruk dated to his reign also 
show that he was reeognized in that eity as king for (parts of) three 


33 CBT VIII, p. 35. Walker, who eollated both tablets on several oeeasions, points out 
that “the months are very elearly written in both eases.” — Letter Walker-Jonsson, 
Oetober 26, 1990. 
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months. When the same kinglist, therefore, indieates that 
Neriglissar aeeeded to the throne in the month of Abu, this, too, 
may very well be eorreet. At this point of time he had firmly 
established his rule and was reeognized as king in most parts of 
Babylonia. 34 

If the two odd dates referred to earlier are not simply seribal 
errors, the reason for the overlap they ereate at the end of Awel- 
Marduk’s reign may be the same as that suggested above for the 
overlap at the beginning of his reign, namely, the prevailing 
opposition against his rule, which culminated with Neriglissar’s 
seizure of power through a coup d’état. This explanation has reeently 
been argued in some detail by R. H. Saek in his book Nerig/issar- 
King of Baby/on , 35 

Overlap Neriglissar/Labashi-Mardtik? 

The two last tablets known from the reign of Neriglissar are 
dated 1/2/4 (April 12, 556 B.C.E.) and 1P/6/4 (April 16). The first 
tablet known from the reign of his son and successor, Labashi- 
Marduk, is dated I/23/acc. (May 3, 556 B.C.E.), that is, twenty- 
one, or possibly only seventeen days later. These dates ereate no 
overlap between the two. 

Overlap Labashi-Mardiik/Nabonidiis? 

The latest tablet known from the reign of Labashi-Marduk is 
dated III/12/acc. (June 20, 556 B.CE.), while the first tablet known 
from the reign of his successor, Nabonidus, is dated one month 
earlier, II/15/acc. (May 25, 556 B.CE.). This overlap of somewhat 
less than a month is a real one. 

It may be easily accounted for, however, by the eiremnstanees that 
brought Nabonidus to the throne. As explained by Berossus, 
Labashi-Marduk was “only a ehild” at the time of Neriglissar’s 
death. 


34 Documents from Uruk show that Labashi-Marduk was reeognized as king in that 
eity in the months of Nisanu, Ayyarn, and Simanu.— Paul-Alain Beaulieu, The 
Reign of Nabonidus, King of Babylon 556-539 B.C. (New Haven and London: Yale 
University Press, 1989), pp. 86-88. The eritieal eomments on the Uruk King List by 
Ronald H. Saek on page 3 of his work, Neríglissar—King of Babylon (= Alter Oríent 
and Altes Testament, Band 236, Neukirchen-vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1994), 
are mistaken, as they are based on an inadequate presentation of the list, which 
also disagrees with the sources referred to in his footnote. 

35 R. H. Saek, op. eit., pp. 25-31. There is some evidenee that Neriglissar, before his 
seizure of power, held the highest offiee (qipu) at the Ebabbara temple in Sippar, 
and that his revolt started in that eity. This would explain why the earliest texts 
dated to his reign are from Sippar, indieating he was first reeognized in that area 
while Awel-Marduk was still reeognized elsewhere for several months.—S. 
Zawadzki, op. eit. (note 30 above), also J. MaeGinnis in Joumal of the Ameriean 
Oríentdl Soeiety, Vol. 120:1 (2000), p. 64. 
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“Because his wickedness beeame apparent in many ways he was 
plotted against and bmtally killed by his friends. After he had been 
killed, the plotters met and jointiy eonferred the kingdom on 
Nabonnedus [Nabonidus], a Babylonian and a member of the 
eonspiraey:” 36 This account agrees with the Hillah-stele, where 
Nabonidus gives a similar deseription of Labashi-Marduk’s 
eharaeter and of his own enthronement. 37 

The evidenee is that the rebellion that brought Nabonidus to 
power broke out almost immediately after Labashi-Marduk’s 
aeeession, and that both of them mled simultaneously for a few 
weeks, but at differentplaees. It should be noted that all tablets known 
from the reign of Labashi-Marduk are from three eities only, 
Babylon, Umk, and Sippar, and that there was no overlap between 
the two reigns at any of these eities: 

Nippur Babylon Uruk Sippar 
Labashi-Marduk, latest tablet: — May 24 June 19 June20 

Nabonidus, earliest tablet: May 25 July 14? July 1 June 26 

Dr. Paul-Alain Beaulieu discusses the available data at some 
length, concluding that, “In eonsideration of all this evidenee the 
usual reeonstmetion of Nabonidus’ aeeession seems eorreet. He 
was probably reeognized as king as early as May 25 in eentral 
Babylonia (Babylon and Nippur), but outiaying regions would have 
reeognized Labáshi-Marduk until the end of June.” 38 

Thus, there is a well-founded explanation for the brief overlap 
between the reigns of Labashi-Marduk and Nabonidus. The 
aeeession of the young and—at least in some influential eireles— 
unpopular Labashi-Marduk caused a rebellion and Nabonidus, 
strongly supported by leading strata in Babylonia, seized power and 
established a rival kingship. For a brief period there was a double 
kingship, although in different parts of the kingdom, until Labashi- 
Marduk finally was murdered and Nabonidus could be offieially 
crowned as king. 

In conclusion, the odd dates on a few tablets from the Neo- 
Babylonian period ereate no major problems. None of them add 
any jears to the period, as the “overlaps” ereated by the odd dates 


36 Burstein, op. eit., p. 28. 

37 Aneient Near Eastem Texts Relating to the Old Testament [ANET], ed. by James B. 
Pritehard (Prineeton, New Jersey: Prineeton University Press, 1950), p. 309. For 
additional details, see ehapter 3 above, seetion B-4-e. 

38 Paul-Alain Beaulieu, op. eit. (note 34 above), pp. 86-88. Cf. also W. Ròllig in 
Reallexikon der Assyriologie and vorderasiatisehen Areháologie, ed. D. G. Edzard, 
Vol. VI (Berlin and New York: Walter de Grayter, 1980), p. 409. 
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eoneern months only, notjears. And as has been shown above, it is 
possible to find reasonable explanations for all the three overlaps 
without giving oneself up to farfetehed and demonstrably 
untenable theories about extra years and extra kings during the 
period. 39 

ADDITIONAL OOMMENTS ON THE ROYAL INSORIPTIONS 
The Hillah stele (Nabon. No. 8) 

Aeeording to the Hillah stele, fifty-four years had passed from the 
desolation of the temple Éhulhul in Harran in the six,teenth year of 
Nabopolassar (610/609 B.C.E.) until the aeeession-year of 
Nabonidus (556/555 B.C.E.). 

In an attempt to undermine the eonfidenee in the information 
on this stele, at least one of the defenders of the Watch Tower 
Soeiety’s ehronology has elaimed that the fifty-four years referred 
to the period of desolation of the Ehulhul temple, and that 
Nabonidus states it was rebiiilt immediately after the end of this 
period. As the rebuilding of the temple was not actually eompleted 
until several years after the Hillah stele had been inseribed, the 
fifty-four year period is elaimed to be a fietion. 

Such an interpretation of the stele is a gross distortion of the 
matter. Although it is true that the temple had lain desolate for 
fifty-four years when Nabonidus, in his aeeession-year, concluded 
that the gods had eommanded him to rebuild it, he does not say 


39 If defenders of the Watch Tower Soeiety’s ehronology insist that such an “overlap” 
of some months between two Neo-Babylonian rnlers indieates there were more 
years or maybe even an extra king between the two, they should—for the sake of 
eonsistenee—give the same explanation to similar “overlaps” found between rnlers 
of the Persian era. For example, the latest tablet from the reign of Cyrus is dated 
VIII/20/9 (Deeember 5, 530 B.C.E.), while the earliest text from the reign of his 
successor, Cambyses, is dated VI/12/acc. (August 31, 530 B.C.E.). This would 
mean there was an overlap between the two rnlers of over three monthsl (Jerome 
Peat, “Cyrus ‘king of lands,’ Cambyses ‘king of Babylon’: the disputed eo-regeney,” 
Joiimal of Cuneiform Studies, Vol. 41/2, Autumn 1989, p. 210; M. A. Dandamayev, 
Iranians in Aehaemenid Babylonia, Cosa Mesa, Califomia and New York: Mazda 
Publishers, 1992, pp. 92, 93.) As the Watch Tower Soeiety dates the fall of Babylon 
to 539 B.C.E. by counting backwards from the reign of Oambyses, they would 
eertainly not like to have any additional years inserted between Cyrus and 
Cambyses, as that would move the date for the fall of Babylon as many years 
backwards in time! (See Insight an the Scriptures, Vol. 1, 1988, p. 453.) 
Dandamayev (op. eit., 1992, p.93) gives the following very plausible explanation of 
the overlap: “It seems that Cyrus appointed Cambyses as joint ruler before his 
expedition against the Massagetae” This is in agreement with Herodotus’ statement 
(VII, 3) that it was the custom of Persian kings to appoint their successors to the 
throne before they went out to war, in ease they would be killed in the battles. 
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that it was rebuilt immediately. As indieated by a number of texts the 
restoration of the temple was evidently a drawn-out proeess that 
lasted for several years, perhaps untii the thirteenth year of 
Nabonidus. 

The fìfty-four years, on the other hand, elearly ended in the 
aeeession-year of Nabonidus, when, aeeording to the Adad-guppi’ 
inseription, “the wrath of his [Sin’s] heart ealmed. Towards E-hul- 
hul the temple of Sin which (is) in Harran, the abode of his heart’s 
delight, he was reeoneiled, he had regard. Sin, king of the gods, 
looked upon me and Nabu-na’id (my) only son, the issue of my 
womb, to the kingship he ealled. “ 40 

The statement on the Hillah stele that Sin at this time “returned 
to his plaee” should not be taken to mean that the temple was 
rebuilt at this time. Rather, it may mean that Sin, the moon god, 
“returned to his plaee” in the sky, as suggested by Tadmor. The 
Babylonians not only knew that lunar phenomena such as eelipses 
often recurred after a period of eighteen years (the so-ealled “Saros 
eyele”), but that they also, and with a much higher degree of 
reliability, recurred after a period of fifty-four years (three “Saros 
eyeles”). The Babylonian astronomers even used these and other 
eyeles for predieting lunar eelipses. At the time Nabonkhis aeeeded 
to the throne a eomplete eyele of the moon had passed sinee the 
destmetion of the moon temple at Harran, and Nabonkhis may 
have seen this as a remarkable eoineidenee and a favorable omen. 
As Sin had now “returned to his plaee” in the sky, had not the time 
arrived for him to rettirn also to his earthly abode in Harran? So 
Nabonidus concluded that the temple had to be rebiiilt. 41 

The Adad-guppi’ inseription (Nabon. No. 24) 

It is well known that the Adad-guppi’ inseription at one point 
eontains an error of calculation. As defenders of the Watch Tower 
Soeiety’s ehronology have emphasized this error in an attempt to 
undermine the value of the inseription, a few eomments on the 
problem seem neeessary. 

40 C. J. Gadd, “The Hamat inseriptions of Nabonidus,” Anatolian Studies, Vol. VIII, 
1958, pp. 47-49. 

41 Hayim Tadmor, “The Inseriptions of Nabunaid: Historieal Arrangement,” in Studies 
in Honor of Benno Landsberger on his Seventy-fifth Birthday [Assyriologieal Studies, 
No. 16], ed. H. Gilterboek & T. Jaeobsen (Chicago: The Chicago University Press, 
1965), p. 355.—For the superiority of the 54-year eyele, see Dr. W. Hartner, 
“Eelipse Periods and Thales’ Predietion of a Solar Eelipse. Historieal Truth and 
Modern Myth,” in Centaurus, Vol. 14, 1969, pp. 60-71. 
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Ashurbanipal is generally believed to have begun his reign in 
Assyria in 668 B.C.E. His twentieth year, therefore, is dated to 
649/48 B.C.E. If Adad-guppi’ was born in that year, and if she 
lived on until the beginning of Nabonidus’ ninth year, 547 B.C.E., 
she would have been 101 or 102 years old at her death, not 104 
years as stated in the inseription. Seholars who have examined the 
inseription, therefore, have concluded that the stele eontains a 
miscount of about two years. “All agree on this point,” say seholars 
P. Garelli and V. Nikiprowetsky. 42 

Further, the inseription seems to give the Assyrian king Assur- 
etil-ili a reign of three years, which has been regarded as a problem 
as there is a eontraet tablet dated to the fourth year of this king. 43 
Sinee C. J. Gadd published his translation of the text, other 
seholars have examined these problems. Dr. Joan Oates offers a 
solution which has been aeeepted by other seholars as most 
probably the eorreet one: 44 

As is evident from the inseription, Adad-guppi’ first lived in 
Assyrian territory (perhaps in Harran) serving under Assyrian kings 
until the third year of Assur-etil-ili, when she moved to Babylon, 
serving under Babylonian kings from that time on. As Oates 
explains, this does not mean that Assur-etil-ili’s third year was his 
last. If Assur-etil-ili began his rule in Assyria after his father’s death 
in 627 B.C.E., his third year was 624/23 B.C.E. His seeond and 
third regnal years in Assyria, then, overlapped the first and seeond 
years of Nabopolassar in Babylon (625/24 and 624/23 B.C.E.). In 
calculating the age of Adad-guppi’, Nabonidus (or the seribe who 
made the inseription) simply summed up the regnal years without 
taking into account this overlapping of Assur-etil-ili’s reign with 
that of Nabopolassar. 45 

Oates’ solution was supported in 1983 by Erle Leiehty. 
Discussing a new inseription from Assur-etil-ili’s reign, he pointed 
out its agreement with Oates’ conclusion that “the third year of 
Assur-etilli-ilani is the same as the seeond year of Nabopolassar,” 


42 P. Garelli and V. Nikiprowetsky, Le Proehe-Oríent Asiatiqiie (Paris: Presses 
Universitaires de Franee, 1974), p. 241. One exception is M. Gerber in ZA 88:1 
(1998), pp. 72-93. 

43 C. J. Gadd, op. eit., pp. 70ff. 

44 Joan Oates, “Assyrian ehronology, 631-612 B.C.,” Iraq, Vol. 27, 1965, pp. 135- 
159. 

45 Evidently Dr. Paul-Alain Beaulieu, in his discussion of these problems, was not 
aware of Oates’ solution. His eomments, therefore, are confusing, and his 
questioning of the accuracy of the ehronologieal data of the stele elearly is 
unwarranted.—Paul-Alain Beaulieu, The Reign of Nabonidus, King of Babylon 556- 
539 B.C. (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1989), pp. 139, 140. 
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adding, “I believe that the Oates ehronology will probably turn out 
to be the eorreet one, but final judgement must await the rest of 
the evidenee.” 46 

Whatever the ease, the error in the inseription is a minor 
problem that does not affeet the reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings 
as given in the Adad-guppi’ inseription. It arose in the attempt to 
establish Adad-guppi’s age, which had to be calculated, because, as 
pointed out by Rykle Borger, the Babylonians (like Jehovah’s 
Witnesses today!) “never eelebrated their birthdays, and hardly 
knew how old they were themselves:” 47 

For ehapter Four: 

1. ASTROLOGY AS A MOTIVE FOR BABYLONIAN 
ASTRONOMY 

In order to depreeiate the value of the astronomieal texts, some 
defenders of the Watch Tower ehronology have emphasized that 
the Babylonians’ interest in the eelestial phenomena was astrologieally 
motivated. Although it is true that this was an important objeet of 
their study of the sky, it actually contributed to the exactness of the 
observations. 

In the great eolleetion of aneient omens ealled Idmima Anu bdnlil 
(the final form of which dates from the Neo-Assyrian period) the 
observer is given this instmetion: 

When the Moon is eelipsed you shall observe exactly month, day, 
night-ivateh, ivind, eonrse, and position of the stars in ivhose realm the eelipse 
takes plaee. The omens relative to its month, its day, its night-watch, 
its wind, its course, and its stars you shall indieate. 

For the Babylonian “astrologers” eelipses played the most 
prominent role, and all details, therefore, were highly important. 
Dr. A. Pannekoek concludes that “the astrologieal motive, by 
demanding greater attention in observing the moon, provided for 
better foundations in ehronology. 48 

Further, it would be a mistake to think that “astrology” in the 
sense this word is used today was praetieed in the Neo-Babylonian 
period or earlier. The idea that a man’s fate is determined by the 
positions of the stars and planets at the date of birth or eoneeption 
originated much later, during the Persian era. The oldest horoseope 
diseovered dates to 410 B.C.E. 49 As pointed out by B. L. van der 

46 Erie Leiehty in the Journal of the Ameriean Oriental Soeiety, Vol. 103, 1983, p.220, 
note 2. 

47 Rykle Borger, “Mespotamien in den Jahren 629-621 v. Chr.,” Wiener Zeitsehrift fur 
die Kunde des Morgenlandes, Vol. 55, 1959, p. 73. 

48 A. Pannekoek, A History of Astronomy (London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd, 1961), 
pp. 43, 44. 

49 A. J. Saehs, ‘Babylonian horoseopes,” Journal of Cuneiform Studies, Vol. 6(1952), p. 
49. 
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Waerden, the earlier astrology “had a quite different eharaeter: it 
aimed at short-range predietions of generalpnblie events, such as wars and 
harvests, from striking phenomena such as eelipses, clouds, annual 
rising and setting of planets, whereas the [later] Hellenistie 
‘Chaldeans’ predieted individnal fates from positions of planets and 
spdiaeal signs at the date of birth or eoneeption. ,5 ° 

Professor Otto Neugebauer, therefore, explains that 
“Mesopotamian ‘astrology’ ean be much better eompared with 
weather predietion from phenomena observed in the skies than 
with astrology in the modern sense of the word.” He also 
emphasizes that the origin of astronomy was not astrology but 
ealendarie problems: “Determination of the season, measurement 
of time, lunar festivals—these are the problems which shaped 
astronomieal development for many centuries,” and “even the last 
phase of Mesopotamian astronomy . . . was mainly devoted to 
problems of the lunar ealendar.” 51 

2. SOME COMMENTS ON ANOIENT LUNAR EOLIPSES 

How reliable are modern identifieations of lunar eelipses deseribed 
in aneient Babylonian astronomieal texts from the eighth century 
B.C.E. onward? Pointing out one of the pitfalls, the Watch Tower 
Soeiety quotes The Enejelopaedia Britanniea as saying that a particular 
town or eity would, on the average, experience about forty lunar 
eelipses in fifty years. 52 Although this is true, the frequency of 
eelipses falling in a speeifie month is much lower. Other faetors, 
too, set limits to the alternatives. 

Even when a lunar eelipse recurs in the same month one year 
later, it will not occur at exactly the same time of the day or be of the 
same magnitnde. If it occurs during the daylight hours it will, of 
course, be invisible from that part of the earth. As the Babylonian 
astronomers often give speeifie data on lunar eelipses, such as date 
(regnal year, month, day), 53 time of the onset relative to sunrise or 


50 B. L. van der Waerden, “History of the Zodiak,” Arehiv fur Orientforschung, Vol. 16 
(1952/53), p. 224. 

51 Otto Neugebauer, Astronomy and History. Seleeted Essays (New York: Springer- 
Verlag, 1983), p. 55.—For an extensive discussion of the nature of Babylonian 
astrology, see Franeesea Roehberg-Halton, Aspeets of Babylonian Oelestial 
Divination: The Lunar Eelipse Tablets of Enuma Anu Enlil (= Arehiv fur 
Orientforschung, Beiheft 22), (Horn, Austria: Verlag Ferdinand Berger & Sohne 
Gesellsehaft M.B.H., 1988), pp. 2-17. 

52 lnsight on the Scriptures, Vol. 1, p. 454. 

53 The day number is often omitted in the texts, because, as eaeh Babylonian month 
began at new moon, the full moon and therefore also any possible lunar eelipse 
always fell in or near to the middle of the month. 
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sunset, diiration of partial and total phases, sometimes also 
magnitude and position relative to stars or eonstellations, the 
identifieation of the eelipses deseribed in such texts usually ereates 
no probiems, provided that the texts are well preserved. 

The Watchtomr of Mareh 15, 1969, pages 184 onward, refers to 
another faetor, which, it is held, makes it difficult to identify 
aneient eelipses. It is pointed out that astronomers for a long time 
(for eenftiries, actually) have been aware of the faet that the tides 
produced by the moon and the sun in the oeeans and body of the 
earth ereate a retardation of the earth’s rotation, causing a gradual 
lengthening of the day. This, it is said in the artiele, affeets the 
aneient reeords. 

However, when it eomes to identifying aneient lunar eelipses 
from the eighth eenftiry B.C.E. onward, this is not a major problem 
today. The great number of observations reeorded on cuneiform 
tablets have, in faet, enabled modern astronomers to measure the 
exact rate of this ehange of the earth’s rotation. It is known today 
that the length of the day inereases at a rate of 1.7 milliseeonds per 
eenftiry. The day in Late Babylonian time was thus about 43-44 
milliseeonds shorter than present. 54 

Today astronomers, of course, make allowance for the variation 
in the earth’s rotation in their ealeiilations of the dates of aneient 
eelipses. The Watchtomr artiele discussed solar eelipses only. But as 
very few reliable observations of solar eelipses are preserved from 
aneient times, and as none of them are eonneeted with the 
ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian period, they are irrelevant to 
our discussion. 

As I wanted to know how aneient reeords of lunar eelipses are 
affeeted by this inereasing of the solar day, I wrote to Professor 
Robert R. Newton, who at that time (in 1981) was a leading 
authority on this problem. 55 I wanted to know how much the 
lengthening of the solar day has affeeted aneient reeords of lunar 
eelipses and if we ean still rely upon the older tables of calculations 
of Iunar eehpses published by Oppolzer in 1887 and Ginzel in 
1899. 

54 This most reeent value is the result of the very careful researeh performed by 
Riehard Stephenson of the University of Durham and Leslie Morrison, formerly of 
the Royal Greenwich Observatory in Cambridge.—See New Seientist, January 30, 
1999, pp. 30-33. 

55 Newton’s researeh in this area has sinee been improved upon by other seholars. 
See, now, the exhaustive discussion by F. Riehard Stephenson in Historieal 
Eelipses and Earth’s Rotation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997). 
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Newton, in his answer said: 

I have not used Ginzel’s eanon much, and eannot speak 
speeifieally of the errors in it. However, I expect that his errors are 
about the same as those in Oppolzer’s Canon der Finsternisse, which 
I have used extensively. The earliest lunar eelipse in his eanon, for 
example, is that of —1206, April 21, which eame at 20H 17M, 
Greenwich Mean Time, with a magnitude of 2.6 digits, aeeording 
to his calculations. Aeeording to my calculations, it eame on that 
date at 20H 32M, with a magnitude of 2.4 digits. Tìms it is perfeetly 
safe to nse Oppolger’s Canon in identijying aneient eelipses; his greatest errors 
are probably something like half an hom ,: 56 

As far as hinar eelipses are eoneerned, then, the argument that 
the lengthening of the solar day caused by tides makes it difficult to 
identify aneient eelipses is not valid. In modern eelipse catalogues, 
of course, the errors in the eanons of Oppolzer and Ginzel have 
been eorreeted. 57 

For ehapter Five: 

THE “THIRD YEAR OF JEHOIAKIM” (DANIEL 1:1,2) 

Daniel l:lf. dates the first deportation of Jewish prisoners by 
Nebuchadnezzar to the “third year of the reign of Jehoiakim. “ As 
was shown in the appendix for ehapter two (”Methods of 
reekoning regnal years”), in this passage Daniel seems to follow the 
Babylonian method of counting regnal years, employing an 
aeeession year even for kings outside Babylon, including Jehoiakim. 
This makes Jehoiakim’s fourth year (Jeremiah 46:2) his tbird year in 
the aeeession-year system, and this third year of Jehoiakim in turn 
eorresponds to Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession year. 

Thus it is seen that this first deportation took plaee in the same 
year as the famous battie at Carchemish, and evidentiy shortiy after 
that battie, in the year 605 B.C.E. Daniel l:lf., therefore, strongly 


56 Letter Newton—Jonsson, dated May 11, 1981. Other seholars agree. Jean Meeus & 
Hermann Mucke, for example, in their Canon of Lunar Eelipses — 2002 to + 2526 
(Wien: Astronomisehes Bílro, 1979), page XII, explain that Oppolzer’s monumental 
work “is accurate enough for historieal researeh.” This, of course, refers to aneient 
lunar eelipses, not aneient solar eelipses, on which the Canon is far from eorreet. 
See, for instanee, the eomments by Willy Hartner in Centaurus, Vol. 14 (1969), p. 
65. 

57 See, for example, Bao-Lin Liu and Alan D. Fiala, Canon of Lunar Eelipses 1500 
B.C.-AD. 3000 (Riehmond, Virginia: Willman-Bell, ine., 1992). 
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supports the conclusion that Judah beeame a vassal to Babylon 
eighteen years before the destmetion of Jemsalem in 587 B.C.E., in 
eonfirmation of the conclusion that the seventy years (Jeremiah 
25:11; 29:10) should be understood as a period of servitude, not of 
desolation. 

Reinterpretations of the “third year of Jehoiakim” 

In order to undermine the strength of Daniel 1:1 several arguments 
have been advaneed in the publications of the Watch Tower 
Soeiety against a natural reading of this text. As early as 1896 
Pastor Charles T. Russell, in writing in Zion’s Watch Tower of May 
15, page 106 (Reprints, pp. 1975-76) argued against those who 
quoted Daniel 1:1 in support of the secular dates for 
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign: 

For instanee, they adopt the uncertain secular date for the 
beginning of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign; and then referring to Dan. 

1:1, they thns fix the date of Jehoiakim’s reign and alter other 
matters to suit. Then again, they apply the “seventy years” as years 
of eaptìvity and begin them in the third year of Jehoiakim; whereas 
the Scriptures unequivocally deelare, repeatedly, that those were 
years of “desolation of the land,” “without an inhabitant.” (Jer. 
25:11, 12; 29:10; 2 Chron. 36:21; Dan. 9:2.) 

Several years later two prominent members of Russell’s 
movement, the Seottish brothers John and Morton Edgar, 
published the two-volume Great Tyramid Tassages , 58 On page 31 of 
Volume II, they summarize their arguments against a natural 
reading of Daniel 1:1: 

[1] It eannot be admitted that the 70 years desolation of 
Jemsalem and the land began in the 3rd year of Jehoiakim, for 
aeeording to the Scriptures “desolation” implies “without an 
inhabitant,” and Jemsalem and the land were not without 
inhabitants until after the dethronement of Zedekiah. . . . 

[2] [A natural reading of Daniel 1:1] eonfliets with Daniel 2:1. In 
reading over the lst ehapter of Daniel it would appear that the 
Hebrew ehildren were taken eaptive by Nebuchadnezzar in the 3rd 
year of Jehoiakim. They were trained in the learning and tongue of 
the Chaldeans for three years (verses 4, 5), and yet, aeeording to 
Dan. 2:1,25, they were brought into the presenee of 


58 John and Morton Edgar, Great Pyramid Passages (London: The Marshall Press, 
Ltd., 1923-24). The first edition was published in 1912 and 1913 and was 
distributed by the Watch Tower Soeiety. It was reissued with some additions in 
1923 and 1924 by Morton Edgar, who also added a Vol. III. (His brother John 
Edgar died in 1910.) The quotations here are from the 1924 edition of Vol. II. 
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Nebuchadnezzar in or before his seeond year, though verse 18 of 

the 1 st ehapter shows that the three years had eompletely expired. 

How, then, is Daniel 1:1 to be imderstood? The Edgar brothers 
pointed out that “a number of eommentators suggest that the 3rd 
year of Jehoiakim in Daniel 1:1 should be understood as meaning 
the 3rd year of his vassalage to Nebuchadnezzar,” which in effeet 
was his eleventh and last regnal year. 59 In this way the deportation 
of Daniel and other Hebrew eaptives was made identieal with the 
deportation ofjehoiaehin in the seventhjear of Nebuchadne%jar. 

But this explanation did not negate the seeming eonfliet with 
Daniel 2:1, which dates the image dream of Nebuchadnezzar to his 
seeond year; in faet, that eonfliet was exacerbated. If Daniel was 
not deported to Babylon until the seventh year of Nebuchadnezzar, 
how could he be at his court interpreting his dreams in his seeond 
year, five years earlier? 

So, in addition to the interpretation plaeed on Daniel 1:1 to 
explain its referenee to the third year of Jehoiakim, there was also 
need for another interpretation of Daniel 2:1 to explain its 
referenee to Nebuchadnezzar’s seeond year. The Edgar brothers 
suggested that the number “2” is an error, which “has evidently 
risen out of the number 12.” 60 Later these arguments were adopted 
by the Watch Tower Soeiety. They were, for example, ineorporated 
into the 1922 edition of the booklet The Bible on Our Lord’s Retum, 
pages 84—88. 

But the explanation that Daniel 1:1 refers to Jehoiakim’s third 
year of vassalage to Nebuchadnezzar, eorresponding to 
Nebuchadnezzar’s seventh regnal year, ereates yet another 
problem. 

If this vassalage ended in the seventh year of Nebuchadnezzar, it 
must have begun threeyears earlier aeeording to 2 Kings 24:1, or in 
Nebuchadnezzar’r fourth year, which was the eighth year of 
Jehoiakim. As is stated in 2 Kings 23:34-37, Jehoiakim was a 
tributary king of TgyptbzioTZ he beeame a vassal to Babylon. If we 


59 Ibid., Vol. II, pp. 29 (ftn. 4) and 31. This “solution,” found already in Josephus’ Ant. 
X, 6:1-3, was adopted by a number of later writers. Dr. E. W. Hengstenberg refers 
to it in his work Die Authentie des Daniel und die Integrítát des Saeharjah 
(Berlin,1831), p.54. Hengstenberg rejeets the idea because (1) there is no evidenee 
indieating that Jehoiakim’s regnal years were counted in this curious way, (2) it is 
an unfounded hypothesis with no support in the Bible, or elsewhere, that 
Nebuchadnezzar’s first siege of Jemsalem occurred in Jehoiakim’s eighth year, 
and (3) the “solution” is in inextricable eonfliet with Daniel 2:1. 

60 John and Morton Edgar, op. eit., Vol. II, p. 32. This, too, is an old idea, suggested, 
for example, by ehrysostom in the fourth century. One aneient manuscript of the 
LXX version of Daniel (Papyms 967), dating from the early third century CE., also 
reads “twelfth” at Dan. 2:1. The reading is best explained as a seribal 
“eorreetion”.—John J. Collins, Daniel (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), p. 154. 
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aeeept the Watch Tower explanation, this would mean that his 
vassalage to Egypt continued up to his eighth year. Yet both 
Jeremiah 46:2 and the Babylonian ehroniele B.M. 21946 indieate 
that Jehoiakim’s vassalage ehanged from Egypt to Babylon in the 
same year as the battie of Carchemish, or in the fourth year of 
Jehoiakim. 

In the book Equipped for Every Good Work, published by the 
Watch Tower Soeiety in 1946, the arguments against a natural 
reading of Daniel 1:1 are repeated on pages 225-227. But 
interestingly, the Eg} ì ptian vassalage is now discussed: 

Jehoiakim was put on the throne by Egyptian deeree and was 
tributary to Egypt for several years, but ivhen Babylon defeated Egypf 
Jehoiakim eame mder Babjlonian eontrol and so remained for three jears, 
after which three-year period as tributary to Babylon the Judean 
ldng rebelled. 61 

Here it is admitted that Jehoiakim’s vassalage ehanged from 
Egypt to Babylon trhen Babjlon defeated Egypt. The real problem, 
however, is eoneealed, as it is not mentioned that Egypt was 
defeated in the fonrth year of Jehoiakim (Jeremiah 46:2), and not in 
his eighth year as the Watch Tower explanation would require! 

Another interesting ehange may also be noted in Equipped for 
Evety Good Work. Instead of holding to the earlier guess that the 
“seeond year” in Daniel 2:1 originally read “twelfth year,” the 
following interpretation is presented: 

The time of this dream and its interpretation is stated as the 
seeond year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign. . . . In the nineteenth year 
of his reign Nebuchadnezzar was used as God’s executioner to 
destroy faithless Jemsalem and end Israel’s history as an 
independent Theoeratie nation. Then Nebuchadnezzar began 
reigning in a unique way, as the first of the world mlers of the 
Gentile times. In the seeond year of his reign in this speeial eapaeitj 
the dream showing the end of Satan’s organization and mle and 
the taking over of power by Christ’s ldngdom eame to 
Nebuchadnezzar, as reeorded at ehapter 2. 62 

Aeeording to this explanation, the “seeond year” of Daniel 2:1, 
or the seeond year of the Gentile times, reekoned from 607 B.C.E., 
was actually Nebuchadnezzar’s tmntieth regnal year! Why would 

61 Equipped for Eveni Good Work (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety, 

1946), pp. 225-226. 

62 Ibid., pp. 226-227. This, too, was an earlier idea, suggested already in the Jewish 
Talmud (Seder ‘Olam Rabbah; see John J. Oollins, op. eit., p. 154). Hengstenberg 
(op. eit., p. 54) rejeets it because there is “not the slightest traee” of any such 
reekoning of Nebuchadnezzar’s regnal years anywhere. 
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Daniel use this curious way of reekoning regnal years only in this 
passage of his book? No other arguments are proposed for this 
new position except this statement: 

Here again, as at Daniel 1:1, the peculiarity which the writer of 
this book has of making a seeondary reekoning of the years of a 
ldng’s reign is demonstrated. He reekons by counting from 
epoehal events within the reign that put the king in a new 
relationship. 63 

There could hardly be a more obvious example of circular 
reasoning. 

The date of Jehoiakim’s rebellion 

The latest discussion of these problems is found in the Watch 
Tower Soeiety’s Bible dietionary Insight on the Seriptnres, Vol. 1 
(1988), pages 1268-69. Daniel 1:1 is still interpreted as meaning the 
third year of Jehoiakim’s vassalage to Babylon, beginning at the end 
of his eighth year of reign and ending in his eleventh and last year. 
On page 480 of Vol. 2 of the same work, an attempt is made to 
find support for this in the Babylonian ehroniele B.M. 21946. After 
reeording the battle of Carchemish in Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession 
year, this ehroniele refers to several succeeding eampaigns in the 
Hattu-area by Nebuchadnezzar, in his first, seeond, third and 
fourth years. Mentioning these eampaigns, the Soeiety’s dietionary 
says that “evidently in the fourth year he made Judean King 
Jehoiakim his vassal. (2 Kings 24:1)” 

This conclusion, however, is not supported by the Babylonian 
Chronicle. On the eontrary, this ehroniele indieates that 
Jehoiakim’s vassalage to Babylon began in Nebuchadnezzar’s 
aeeession-year, or possibly in his first year, and that in the fourth 
year Jehoiakim was already in open revolt against Babylon. To 
demonstrate this, it is neeessary to quote important parts of the 
Babylonian Chronicle, from the aeeession year to the fourth year of 
N ebuchadnezzar: 

Events from e. Sept./Oet. 605 to Jan./Feb. 604 B.C.E.: 

”In (his) aeeession year Nebuchadnezzar (II) returned to 
Hattu. Until the month Shebat he marehed about victoriously in 
Hattu. In the month Shebat he took the vast booty of Hattu to 
Babylon.” 

From May/June to Nov./Dee. 604: 

”The first year of Nebuchadnezzar (II): In the month of Sivan 
he mustered his army and marehed to Hattu. Until the month 


63 Equipped for Every Good Work, p. 227. 
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Kislev he marehed about victoriously in Hattu. All the kings of 
Hattu eame into his presenee and he reeeived their vast tribute.” 

From April/May 603 onwards: 

”The se[cond year]: In the month of Iyyar the king of 
Akkad strenghtened his large army and \marched to Haff//]. 

He eneamped [...]... large siege towers he moved acr[oss 

.from the month] Iyyar until the month [ ... he marehed 

abont vietorioHsly in Hatf//]. ” 

In 602: 

”[The third year: In the month . . ., onj the thirteenth [day] 
Nabu-shumu-lishir [...][/« the month . . . the king of Akkad 

mustered his army and [marehed] to Hattu. [.] He brought 

the vast [booty] of Hattu into Akkad.” 

In 601 (mareh against Egypt in Kislev = Nov./Dee.): 

”The fourth year: The king of Akkad mustered his army and 
marehed to Hattu. [He marehed about victoriously] in Hattu. In 
the month Kislev he took his army’s lead and marehed to Egypt. 
[When] the king of Egypt heard (the news) he m\Hstered\ his army. 
They fought one another in the battle-field and both sides 
suffered severe losses (literally, they inflieted a major defeat upon 
one another). The king of Akkad and his army [went baek] to 
Babylon.” 64 

From this ehroniele it is seen that the ivhole Hattu-territory 
(primarily Syria-Lebanon but extending to Phoenieia and Palestine) 
beeame tributary to Nebuchadnezzar as of his aeeession year. And 
in Nebuchadnezzar’s first year it is explicidy stated that “all the 
kings of Hattu” were tributary to him, which reasonably eannot 
have excepted Jehoiakim. 

Many seholars conclude that Nebuchadnezzar’s fourth year, in 
which lnsight on the Scriptures supposes that Jehoiakim’s Babylonian 
vassalage began, was probably the year in which Jehoiakim revolted 
against Nebuchadnezzar, because in that year Nebuchadnezzar 
battled with Egypt, and both seem to have suffered great losses. 
Nebuchadnezzar had to return to Babylon, where he remained in 
the fifth year and ‘Tefitted his numerous horses and ehariotry.” 65 
This unsuccessful battle with Egypt may have encouraged 

64 A. K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles (New York: J. J. Augustin 
Publisher, 1975), pp. 100-101. The square braekets indieate damages in the text. 

65 Ibid., p. 101. 
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Jehoiakim to throw off the Babylonian yoke, thus ending his three 
years of vassalage to Babylon. 66 

2 Kings 24:1-7 seems to support the above conclusion. Verse 1 
states that “in his (Jehoiakim’s) days Nebuchadnezzar the king of 
Babylon eame up, and so Jehoiakim beeame his servant for three 
years. However, he turned baek and rebelled against him.” As a 
result, Jehovah (through Nebuchadnezzar) “began to send against 
him marauder bands of Chaldeans and marauder bands of Syrians 
and marauder bands of Moabites and marauder bands of the sons 
of Ammon, and he kept sending them against Judah to destroy it, 
aeeording to Jehovah’s word that he had spoken by means of his 
servants the prophets.” — 2 Kings 24:1-2, NW. 

The wording of this passage indieates that these marauder bands 
kept on raiding the territory of Judah for quite a time, evidently for 
some years. Jehovah “began” to send them, and, aeeording to the 
Neìi’ World Translation, “he kept sending them” against Judah. This 
was not one attaek only, like that mentioned in Daniel 1:1, but it 
evidently eame upon Judah in waves, time and again. Consequendy, 
they could not have begun these attaeks in the last year of 
Jehoiakim’s reign, and this also ealls for an earlier beginning of 
Jehoiakim’s rebellion. 

The three deportations to Babylon 

Another line of evidenee supporting a natural reading of Daniel 
1:1, is that aeeording to 2 Chronicles, ehapter 36, verses 7, 10 and 
18 the vessels of the temple were brought to Babylon in three 
successive installments: 

(1) The first time, during Jehoiakim’s reign, “some” oi the 
vessels were brought to Babylon. (Verse 7) 

(2) The seeond time, together with jehoiaehin, the 
“desirable” (NW) or “ valuahle” (NASB) vessels were brought 
to Babylon. (Verse 10) 

(3) The third time, together with Zedekiah, “all” the 
vessels were brought to Babylon. (Verse 18) 

66 “This battle,” says J. P. Hyatt, “must lie baek of Jehoiakim’s ehange of allegianee, 
when he withheld tribute from Babylonia, probably making an allianee with 
Egypt.” (”New Light on Nebuchadnezzar and Judean History,” Joiirnal of Biblieal 
Literature, Vol. 75, 1956, p. 281.) It is also possible that this ehange of allegianee 
occurred some time before Nebuchadnezzar’s war with Egypt. Nebuchadnezzar’s 
deeision to mareh to Egypt in 601 B.C.E. may have been caused by the allianee 
between the Egyptians and Jehoiakim. — See Mark K. Mereer, “Daniel 1:1 and 
Jehoiakim’s three years of servitude,” Andrews TJniversity Seminary Studies, Vol. 
27:3 (Autumn 1989), pp. 188-191. 
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From these texts we learn that some of the vessels were brought 
to Babylon duringJehoiakim’s reign, the vahiahle vessels were brought 
at the deportation of Jehoiaehin, and all the rest of the vessels were taken 
to Babylon at the end of Zedekiah’s reign. Of the three deportations of 
vessels, the first is elearly referred to at Daniel 1:1, 2, as this text 
states that during the third year of Jehoiakim “some” of the vessels 
were brought to Babylon. 67 

Again, this indieates that Daniel 1:1—2 refers to a deportation 
different from and earlier than that which took plaee at the end of 
jehoiaehin’s short reign. This gives additional support to the 
conclusion that the phrase “the third year of the kingship of 
Jehoiakim” means what it says—Jehoiakim’s third regnal year, not 
his eleventh. 

Finally, if the deportation mentioned at Daniel 1:1—4 is equated 
with the one that took plaee at the end of jehoiaehin’s three 
months of reign, why does Daniel state that “Jehovah gave into his 
hand Jehoiakim, ” instead of jehoiaehin? (Daniel 1:2) When jehoiaehin 
was taken eaptive, Jehoiakim had been dead for over three months. 
(2 Kings 24:8-17; 2 Chronicles 36:9-10) There is even evidenee to 
show that Jehoiakim was already dead when Nebuchadnezzar, in 
his seventh year, left Babylon for the siege of Jemsalem that ended 
up in jehoiaehin’s deportation. The evidenee is as follows: 

Nebuchadnezzar’s siege of Jemsalem during the reign of 
jehoiaehin is also deseribed in the Babylonian ehroniele B.M. 
21946. For the seventh year of Nebuchadnezzar this ehroniele says: 

From Dee. 598 (or Jan. 597) to Mareh 597 B.O.B.: 

’The seventh year: In the month Kislev the king of Akkad 
mustered his army and marehed to Hattu. He eneamped against 
the eity of Judah and on the seeond day of the month Adar he 
captured the eity (and) seized (its) king. A king of his own ehoiee 
he appointed in the eity (and) taking the vast tribute he brought it 
into Babylon. 68 


67 It is interesting to note that in this first deportation Nebuchadnezzar brought only 
“some” of the vessels from the temple in Jemsalem to Babylon, and these were not 
even the “valuable” vessels. This strongly supports the conclusion that the siege of 
Jemsalem at this time did not end up in the capture of the eity. If it did, why did 
he not take the valuable vessels from the temple? If, on the other hand, the siege 
was raised because Jehoiakim capitulated and paid a tribute to Nebuchadnezzar, 
it is quite understandable that Jehoiakim did not include the most valuable 
vessels in the tribute. 

68 A. K. Grayson, op. eit., p. 102. The ehroniele is in eomplete agreement with the 
deseription of this siege given in the Bible. (2 Kings 24:8-17; 2 Chronicles 36:9- 
10 .) 
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Nebuchadnezzar’s army left Babylon “in the month of Kislev,” 
which was the ninth month, and seized jehoiaehin “on the seeond 
day of the month Adar,” that is, the tmlfth month. 69 This means 
that even if the army left Babylon in the heginning of Kislev (which 
this year began on Deeember 18, 598 B.C.E., Jiilian ealendar), the 
interval between the day it left Babylon until the eity was captured 
and its king (jehoiaehin) seized, on the seeond Adar (which 
eorresponded to Mareh 16, 597), was three months at the most , 70 

As jehoiaehin ruled for “three months and ten days” (2 
Chronicles 36:9), he evidendy had been ruling for some days alreadj 
ìi'hen Nebuchadne%%ar left Babjlon in the month of Kislev! If the siege of 
Jemsalem deseribed at Daniel l:lf. referred to this siege during the 
reign of jehoiaehin, how could it be said that it took plaee during the 
reign of jehoiakim (Daniel 1:1), that Nebuchadnezzar eame up 
“against him” (2 Chronicles 36:6), and that “Jehovah gave into his 
hand Jehoiakim” (Daniel 1:2), when Jehoiakim was already dead 
when Nebuchadnezzar left Babylon? 

Equating the siege deseribed at Daniel l:lf. with the one that 
took plaee during the reign of jehoiaehin (2 Kings 24:10—12; 2 
Chronicles 36:10) is elearly impossible. Daniel and the Chronicler 
at 2 Chronicles 36:6 both obviously deseribe an earlier siege and an 
earlier deportation, during the reign of Jehoiakim. There is no reason 
to believe that the “third year” of Daniel 1:1 means anything else 
but his third year of reign. There is no evidenee at all, either in the 
book of Daniel, in the other books in the Bible or in the 
eontemporary Neo-Babylonian historieal texts, that regnal years 
were reekoned from a king’s vassalage, or from Nebuchadnezzar’s 
rise to world dominion. Such theories are nothing more than 
unfounded guesses, adopted only in an attempt to defend an 
erroneous applieation of the seventy years of servitude predieted by 
Jeremiah. 


69 The Babylonians had a seeond Ululu (an interealary month) in the seventh year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, thus making Kislev and Adar the tenth and thirteenth months 
respeetively that year, although they were normally the ninth and twelfth ealendar 
months . This faet does not affeet the discussion above. 

70 If the Babylonian army left Babylon some time after Jehoiaehin had aseended the 
throne, the siege was of very short duration, two months at most and probably 
less, as the time the army needed to mareh from Babylon to Jemsalem has to be 
subtracted from the three months from Kislev to Adar. Such a mareh took at least 
one month. It is possible, however, that a part of the army had left Babylon earlier, 
as 2 Kings 24:10-11 indieates that Nebuchadnezzar arrived at Jemsalem some 
time after the siege had begun. The reason for the short duration of the siege was 
Jehoiaehin’s surrender to Nebuchadnezzar on Adar 2 or Mareh 16, 597 B.C.E., 
Julian ealendar. (2 Kings 24:12) For an excellent discussion of this siege, see 
William H. Shea, “Nebuchadnezzar’s Chronicle and the Date of the Destmetion of 
Laehish III,” in Palestine Exploration Quarterly, No. 111 (1979), pp. 113f. 
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The three years of training 

But what about the three years of training referred to in Daniel 
1:5, 18, which seem to eonfliet with a natural reading of Daniel 1:1 
and 2:1? Is there no simpler way to solve this seeming eonfliet than 
to suppose that the prophet in Daniel 1:1 reekoned Jehoiakim’s 
regnal years from the beginning of his vassalage to Babylon, and 
Nebuchadnezzar’s regnal years in Daniel 2:1 from the year of his 
rise to world dominion? Why should Daniel reekon the regnal years of 
these two kings in such a confusing, abnormal manner when he 
knew that his readers no doubt would misunderstand him? And 
why does he not reekon the regnal years in this peculiar way 
elsen-'here in his book, for instanee in 7:1, 8:1, 9:1, and 10:1, where he 
follows the customary method of reekoning regnal years? Before 
such strained explanations are adopted, should not a simpler and 
more natural solution be sought? 

It has already been demonstrated in the appendix for ehapter 
two (”Methods of reekoning regnal years”) that there is no real 
diserepaney between the third year of Jehoiakim in Daniel 1:1, and 
his fonrth year in Jeremiah 25:1 and 46:2. When the existing 
aeeession and nonaeeession year systems are taken into 
eonsideration, this differenee of one year is easily understood. 71 

This solution also has bearing upon the seeming eonfliet 
between the three years of training and Daniel 2:1. If Daniel 1:1 
refers to Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession year (in agreement with the 
Babylonian Chronicle), his “seeond year” at Daniel 2:1 may be 
regarded as the third year of the training of the Jewish eaptives. 
Aeeording to the Hebrew way of reekoning time periods, whereby 
fraetions of time were reekoned as full units, this would make three 
years. 72 The three years are not neeessarily three full years. Dr. 


71 A brilliant discussion of this problem may be found in the artiele by Professor 
Albertus Pieters, “The Third Year of Jehoiakim,” in From the Pyramids to Paul, a 
miseellany in honour of Dr. G. L. Robinson (New York: Thomas Nelson and Sons, 
1935), pp. 180-193. Pieters concludes: “The ‘third year’ of Jehoiakim in Dan. 1:1 is 
the same as the ‘fourth year’ of Jehoiakim in Jer. 25:1 and 46:2, the former being 
reekoned aeeording to the Babylonian and the latter aeeording to the Palestinian 
method of computing the years of the king’s reign.”— Ibid., p. 181. 

72 This way of counting time periods is often termed “inclusive reekoning.” The best 
example is the period of Jesus’ death, from Friday afternoon to his resurrection on 
Sunday morning. Although, ehronologieally, this period was a little more than two 
nights and one day, Bible writers refer to it as “three days” (Matt. 27:63; Mark 
10:34), even “three days and three nights.” (Matt. 12:40) The Watch Tower Soeiety 
eorreetly applies it to mean “a portion of eaeh of three days.” (Insight on the 
Scriptures, Vol. 1, p. 593) Another example is the period of the siege of Samaria, 
stated at 2 Kings 18:9-10 to have lasted from the seventh to the ninth year of 
Hoshea; yet the siege is said to have lasted for “three years.” For additional 
examples, see Edwin R. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, new 
revised edition (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1983), p. 52, ftn. 12. 
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Young presents the following table: 73 
Years of training: 

First year 
Seeond year 
Third year 


Nebuchadne%gar: 

Year of aeeession 
First year 
Seeond year 


Applying this simple and biblieal method to the problem solves 
the seeming eonfliet without unfounded theories and strained 
explanations. Many modem Biblieal seholars, who regard the book 
of Daniel as authentic, have adopted this simple solution. Gerhard 
F. Rasel, for one, says: 


It is no longer neeessary to explain the difficulty between Dan. 
2:1 and 1:1, 18 through textual emendation (H. Ewald, A. 
Kamphausen, J. D. Prinee, K. Marti, and J. Jahn) or double 
reekoning (C. B. Miehaelis, G. Behrmann). The praetiee of 
inclusive reekoning, together with the reeognition of the 
Babylonian usage of the king’s aeeession year as not being 
counted, removes all difficulties. 74 


CHRONOLOGICAL TABLES COVERING THE SEVENTY YEARS 


The subsequent tables have been developed in order to faeilitate an 
examination of the arguments set forth in this work. The 
Babylonian and Persian Nisan-to-Nisan regnal years and the Judean 
Tishri-to Tishri regnal years have been paralleled with our modem 
ealendar. Also, the Babylonian aeeession years and the Judean 
nonaeeession years have been duly eonsidered. The guiding 
prineiple has been to take the biblieal dates as they stand, if nothing 
else is indieated by the context. The tables intend to demonstrate 
how the different biblieal dates may be brought into a natural 
harmony with eaeh other, and also with the Babylonian ehronieles. 
A few points require speeial eomments: 

A. Josiah’s death at Megiddo, siimmer 609 (2 Kings 23:29) 

As related in Chapter 5 above (seetion G-2), the eity of Harran, the 
last Assyrian stronghold, was captured and plundered by 
Babylonian and Median forees, either late in 610 or early in 609 

B. C.E. Ashur-uballit, the last Assyrian king, fled. In the summer of 


73 Edward J. Young, The Propheey of Daniel (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans 
Publishing Co., 1949), pp. 55-56; ef. pp. 267-70. 

74 Gerhard F. Hasel in Andrews University Seminary Studies, Vol. XV, No. 2, 1977, p. 
167. 
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609 a large Egyptian foree headed by Pharaoh Neeho marehed up 
to the Euphrates to help Ashur-uballit recapture Harran. For some 
unknown reason, the Judean kingjosiah tried to stop the Egyptian 
forees at Megiddo, but was defeated and mortally wounded.—2 
Kings 23:29-30; 2 Chronicles 35:20-25. 

At one time it was debated whether Josiah’s death took plaee in 
609 or 608 B.C.E. 75 This question is now settled, sinee the 
Babylonian ehroniele B.M. 22047 (first published by D. J. 
Wiseman, 1956) shows that the unsuccessful attempt to recapture 
Harran took plaee between Tammuz and Elul (e. July-September) 
in Nabopolassar’s seventeenth regnal year (609/08). 76 As the 
Eg^^ptian army needed almost a month to travel from Megiddo up 
to the Euphrates, the battle at Megiddo and Josiah’s death took 
plaee early in the summer of 609 B.C.E. 77 

As may be seen from the tables, this date is in good agreement 
with a Judean Tishri-to-Tishri reekoning of regnal years. 

B. Jehoahaz’ three months of reign and Jehoiakim’s siieeession 

After the death of Josiah, the Jews made Jehoahaz the son of 
Josiah king in Jemsalem. (2 Chronicles 36:1) After only three 
months of reign, Pharaoh Neeho, on his return from the 
Euphrates, removed Jehoahaz and put his brother Jehoiakim on 
the throne in Jemsalem. From then on Judah was a vassal to Egypt. 
As the failed Egyptian-Assyrian attempt to reeapmre Harran ended 
in Elul (August-September), and the Egyptian retreat from Harran 
to Jemsalem took almost a month, the removal of Jehoahaz and 
installation of Jehoiakim must have occurred in the next month, 
Tishri (September-Oetober). 

Aeeording to the Judean nonaeeession year system, Jehoiakim’s 
first regnal year, then, should be counted from Tishri 1, 609 B.C.E. 
Jehoahaz’ three months of reign were evidently included in Josiah’s 
reign of 31 years, instead of being counted as a separate regnal year. 
(jehoiaehin’s three months of reign, which ended on Mareh 16, 597 


75 Edwin R. Thiele, The Mysterioiis Numbers of the Hebrew Kings. New revised edition 
(Grand Rapids, Miehigan: The Zondervan Corporation, 1983), pp. 205-206. 

76 D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Cha.ld.ean Kings (London: The Tmstees of the British 
Museum, 1961; first published in 1956), pp. 63-67. See also Hayim Tadmor’s 
artiele “Chronology of the Last Kings of Judah” in Journal of Near Eastem Studies, 
Vol. XV (1956), p. 228. 

77 A. Malamat, “The Twilight of Judah: In the Egyptian-Babylonian Maelstrom” in 
Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, Vol. XXVIII (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), p. 125, 
ftn. 5. 
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B. C.E., was evidendy treated in a similar way, being a part of 
Zedekiah’s first regnal year.) 

C. Zedekiah’s first year, 598/97 B.C.E. 

As was shown in the first seetion of the Appendix for Chapter 5, 
“The ‘third year of Jehoiakim’ (Daniel 1:1—2),” the Babylonian 
ehroniele B .M. 21946 dates jehoiaehin’s removal from the throne 
to the seeond Adar of Nebuchadnezzar’s seventh regnal year, 
eorresponding to Mareh 16, 597, Julian ealendar, after which 
Zedekiah was appointed king. Following the nonaeeession year 
system, Zedekiah’s first year, then, was reekoned from Tishri, 598, 
to Tishri, 597 B.C.E. Zedekiah’s first regnal year was the same as 
jehoiaehin’s first year of exile, which is seen from a eomparison of 
Ezekiel 24:1—2 (the dates in Ezekiel are those of jehoiaehin’s exile) 
with 2 Kings 25:1. 

This is quite natural, as jehoiaehin’s three months of reign began 
after Tishri 598. His first regnal year, therefore, would have been 
reekoned from Tishri 1, 598, had he not been removed from the 
throne. Now his three months had to be included in Zedekiah’s 
first regnal year. 

D. Hananiah’s “propheey”, July-August 594 B.C.E. (Jeremiah 
28:1) 

In Nebuchadnezzar’s tenth year a rebellion broke out in his army 
from the month of Kislev to the month of Tebet (e. November 
595-January 594 B.C.E.), aeeording to the Babylonian Chronicle 
B.M. 21946. 78 If this rebellion caused the revolt plans among the 
Jewish exiles, which also spread to Judah as refleeted in Jeremiah, 
ehapters 27-29, these plans must have developed soon after the 
Babylonian rebellion. The “propheey” of Hananiah, that the yoke 
of Babylon would be broken and the exiles brought baek within 
two years, is dated to the frfth month of the fourth year of Zedekiah. 
(Jeremiah 28:1—4) This fifth month (Ab, eorresponding to July— 
August), therefore, must have fallen in July-August, 594 B.C.E., a 
few months after Nebuchadnezzar had emshed the rebellion. A 
look at the table shows that the fifth month of Zedekiah’s fourth 
year actually fell in July-August, 594 B.C.E., thus indieating that 
the ehronologieal system presented in the tables is eorreet. 


78 Wiseman, op, eit., p. 73. Cf. A. K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles 
(Locust Valley, New York: J. J. Augustin Publisher, 1975), p. 102. 
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E. The siege of Jeriisalem, 589-587 B.C.E. 

It has been debated whether the siege lasted for eighteen months, 
or for about two-and-a-half years. 79 Aeeording to a Nisan-to-Nisan 
regnal year the siege lasted for eighteen months (2 Kings 25:1-4), 
but this eonfliets with the statement in Ezekiel 33:21, which says 
that an eseapee from the destmetion of Jemsalem reaehed Ezekiel 
“in the tivelfth year, in the tenth month, on the fifth day of the 
month.” This would mean that the eseapee reaehed Ezekiel with 
the message that the eity had been taken about one-and-a-half 'jears 
after the destmetion ofjemsalem. This seems ineredible. 

Therefore, it is often argued that Ezekiel 33:21 originally read 
“eleventh year,” which is supported by the Syriae Version, the Greek 
Septnagint Version, and a few Hebrew manuscripts. 80 But if a Tishri- 
to-Tishri regnal year is applied, the well-attested reading of “twelfth 
year” may be retained, with the eseapee reaehing Ezekiel about six 
months after the capture of Jemsalem, which seems more natural. 
Further, it is shown by this reekoning that the siege lasted for 
about two-and-a-half years, instead of eighteen months. 

F. Jehoiaehin’s 37th year of exile, 562/61 B.C.E, 

In 2 Kings 25:27 (=Jeremiah 52:31), jehoiaehin’ s 37th year is 
equated with the aeeession year of Evil-Merodaeh. Here we have 
an excellent eonfirmation of the conclusion that the Judean kings 
applied a Tishrito-Tishri regnal year. 

Evil-Merodaeh aseended to the throne in the autumn of 562 
B.C.E., and his aeeession-year ran to Nisan, 561 B.C.E. 
jehoiaehin’s release from prison took plaee in the tivelfth month of 
Evil-Merodaeh’s aeeession year (Jeremiah 52:31), on the twenty- 
fourth day. This eorresponded to Mareh 30, 561 B.C.E. (Julian 
ealendar). 

If Nisan-to-Nisan regnal years are applied to jehoiaehin’s exile, 
his 37th year eannot be counted from Nisan, 561 B.C.E., as this 
month fell after his release from prison. But if his 37th year of exile 
is reekoned from Nisan, 562 B.C.E., in order to retain the 
synehronism to Evil-Merodaeh’s aeeession year, his first year of 
exile has to be reekoned from Nisan, 598, to Nisan, 597 B.C.E. Is 
this likely? 

79 “The Nations Shall Know that I Am Jehovah” — How? (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watchtower 

Bible and Traet Soeiety, 1971), pp. 285-287, argues for a siege of eighteen months. 

80 lbid., p. 286. 
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As his deportation took plaee around Nisan 1, 597 B.C.E. (2 
Kings 24:10-17; 2 Chronicles 36:10, and the Babylonian Chronicle 
B.M. 21946:11—13), this would mean that his first year of exile fell 
nearly exactly one year before he was deported! As this is 
impossible, his years of exile must have been reekoned aeeording 
to Tishri-to-Tishri years. 
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THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE SEVENTY YEARS 


Tishri 

Fail of Nìneveh, 

The capture of Harran, 

| Nisan 

July-Aug., 612. 

e, Oet. 610 March 609. 

1 

Nabopolassar — 

| End of Àssyria, 609. | 


Fírst deportation of 
eaptives, (Daniel 1:1-2) 

Nebnehadnezzar — 


BABYLON 

B.C.E. 

-1 

JUDAH 


614 613 | 612 1611 | 610 I 609 | 608 | 607 | 606 | 60 


j 26 1 27 | 28 

Josíah — 


Tishri 
I Nisan 


Nebuchadpezzar • 


1 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 

j Jehoiakím — I 

Josiah’s death at 
Megiddo, siimmer, 609. 
Jehoahaz, 3 months. 

THE 70 YEARS u FOR SABYL 


Seeond deportation of eaptives 
the retnin of tbe year*’ (2 Chron 
or beginning of Nisan, in sprin 


BABYLON 

BX.E, 

JUDAH 


602 601 1600 1599 | 598 | 597 1 596 | 595 j 594 j 5S 


Jehoiakim 


Tishri 
| Nisan 


M I 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 

I Zedekiah — 

and years of Jehoiaehin’s exiíe 

Jernsalem seized on Mareh 16, f 
(2 Kings 24:10-12; BM 21946) 
Jehoiaebm, 3 months. 


An eseaped one reaehes Bzekiel Foir 
“in tfae twelíth year,” i.e. in eapt 

January, 586 BCE. (Ez. 33:21) j 


___ 1 Neboehadnezzar — | _ i 

BABYLON 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 1 22 23 1 

B.C.E. 590 589 588 587 | S8tT 585 584 583 582 51 

JUDAH _ 8 9 10 11 12 13 I 14 15 16 17 

Zedekiah — | Years of jehoiaehin’s exile — 

Jehoiaebin’ s exilc — Jemselem eaptnred in July, 587 BCE. 

| (2 Kings 25:2-4; Jer. 39;2; 52:5-11) 

Jemsalem besieged, Teinple buraed and Jerasalem destroyed 
January, 589 BCE. in August, 587 BCE. (2 Kings 25:8-10) 

(2 Kings 25:1) Third deportation of eaptives. 
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Tishri 
| Nisan 


Nebuchadnezzar ■ 




Nebuchadnezzar’ s 37tb 
year astronomieally 
fixed. (VAT 4956) 



Years of jehoiaehin’s exìle 


Years M for Babylon” (from 609 BCE) - 


Jehoiaehin released from prison 
in Mareh, 56í. (2 Kìngs 25:27) 


Tishri Beishazzar eoregent Cyrus of Anshan 
f Nlsan with Nabonidas. defeats Astyages of Cyrus defeats 
| (BM 38299) Media. (BM 35382) Lydia. 

Nabonidus — 1 
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Tishri 
I Nisan 


‘Darins the Mede” (= Cyius?) 

Cyrus king of Babyion and the counfries 


| Nabonidiis — Cyriis king of Babyion and the counfries 

BABYLON I 14 | 15 16 jntoj l l 2 1 3 | 4 1 5 1 6 1 

B.C.E« 542 541 540 539 538 537 536 535 534 533 532 

JUDAH 67 68 69 70 49 50 51 52 53 54 | 55 56 

Years “for Babylon” — Years of desolation of the temple (sinee 58S 
Cyros’ deeree. Retam of the Jewish exiles. 

FaR of Babytoo (Oet 12, 539 BCE, Jul. eal). 

End of the 70 years “fbr Babylon” . 


Tishri 
f Nisan 


|CyrusfCambvses 


Bardiya (e. 5 mon 

I Nebttthadnezza 

I Darios I — 


BABYLON 

B.C,E. 

JDDAH 



526 

525 

524 

523 

522 

521 

520 

IH9J 

rr 

62 1 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

E9I 


Years of desolation of the temple (sinee 587 BCE) - 


Foandatlon of the 
temple laid, Dcc. 
520. (Hagg. 2:18) 


Tishrí 
| Nisan 


BABYLON 

B.C.E. 

JDDAH 


10 11 12 13 | 14 I 15 


I 518 I 517 I 516 1515 | 514 i 513 | 512 | 511 1 510 | 509 1 508 

. i ,ì ~7 T u r ì i r i i 


70th year of fasts sinee Completíon of the temple in 
587 BCE. (Zeeh. 7:1-5) Mareh, 515 BCE. (Ezra 6:15) 
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For Chapter Seven: 

A REVIEW OF: 

ROLF FURULI, PERSIAN OHRON OLOGY AND THE 
LENGTH OF THE BABYLONIAN EXILE OF THE JEWS 
(OSLO: ROLF FURULI A/S, 2003) 

Persian Chronology and the Pength of the Bahylonian Exile of the Jem is the 
first of two volumes in which Rolf Furuli attempts to revise the 
traditional ehronology for the Neo-Babyionian and Persian periods. 
Furuli states that the reason for this venture is that this ehronology 
is in eonfliet with the Bibie. He insists that the Bible 
“unambiguously,” “explicitly,” and “definitely” shows that 
Jemsalem and the land of Judah were desolate for 70 years, until 
the Jewish exiles in Babylon returned to Judah as a result of the 
deeree Cyrus issued in his first regnal year, 538/37 B.C.E. (pp. 17, 
89, 91). This implies that the desolation of Jemsalem in 
Nebuchadnezzar’s 18th regnal year took plaee 70 years earlier, in 
607 B.C.E. As has been amply documented in the present work, 
this is eontrary to modern historieal researeh, which has fixed the 
18th year of Nebuchadnezzar in 587/86 B.C.E. Furuli does not 
explicitly mention the 607 B.C.E. date in this volume, perhaps 
because a more detailed discussion of the Neo-Babylonian 
ehronology is reserved for his not-yet-published seeond volume. 

Most of the ten ehapters in this first volume, therefore, eontain a 
eritieal examination of the reigns of the Persian kings from Cyrus 
to Darius IL The prineipal elaim of this discussion is that the first 
year of Artaxerxes I should be moved 10 years backward, from 464 
to 474 B.C.E. Furuli does not mention that this is an old idea that 
ean be traeed baek to the noted Jesiiit theologian Denis Petau, 
better known as Dionysius Petavius, who first presented it in a 
work published in 1627. Petavius’ revision had a theologieal basis, 
because, if the “seventy weeks [of years],” or 490 years, of Daniel 
9:24—27 are to be counted from the 20tb regnal year of Artaxerxes 
(Neh. 2:lff.) to 36 C.E. (his date for the end of the period), 
Artaxerxes’ 20th year must be moved from 445 baek to 455 B.C.E. 
Furuli says nothing about this underlying motive for his proposed 
revision. 
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The hidden agenda 

Furuli published this book at his own expense. On the baek 
eover of the book he presents himself this way: 

Rolf Furuli is a lecturer in Semitie languages at the LJniversity of Oslo. 

He is working on a doetoral thesis which suggests a new understanding 
of the verbal system of Classical Hebrew. He has for many years worked 
with translation theory, and has published two books on Bible 
translation; he also has experience as a translator. The present volume is 
a result of his stady of the ehronology of the Aneient world for more 
than two deeades. 

Furuli does not mention that he is a Jehovah’s Witness, and that 
for a long time he has produced apologetie texts defending 
Watchtower exegesis against eritieism. His two books on Bible 
translation are nothing more than defenses of the Witnesses’ New 
World Translation of the Bible. He fails to mention that for many 
years he has tried to defend Watchtower ehronology and that his 
revised ehronology is essentially a defense of the Watchtower 
Soeiety’s traditional ehronology. (See above, pages 308, 309.) He 
deseribes his ehronology as “a new ehronology,” which he ealls 
“the Oslo Chronology,” (p. 14) when in faet the 607 B.C.E. date 
for the destmetion of Jemsalem is the ehronologieal foundation for 
the elaims and apoealyptie messages of the Watchtower 
organization, and the 455 B.C.E. date for the 20th year of 
Artaxerxes I is its traditional starting point for its ealeiilation of the 
“seventy weeks” of Daniel 9:24-27. 

Despite these faets, Furuli nowhere mentions the Watchtower 
Soeiety or its ehronology. Nor does he mention my detailed 
refutation of this ehronology in various editions of the present 
work, The Gentile Times Reeonsidered (GTR), first published in 1983, 
despite the faet that in circulated “organized eolleetions of notes” 
he has tried to refute the conclusions presented in its earlier 
editions. Furuli’s silenee on GTR is noteworthy because he 
discusses R. E. Winkle’s 1987 study of the Biblieal 70-year period 
which presents mostiy the same arguments and conclusions as are 
found in the first edition of GTR (1983). (See above, p. 235, note 
57.) As a Jehovah’s Witness, Furuli is forbidden to interaet with 
former members of his organization. If this is the reason for his 
feigned ignoranee of my study, he is aeting as a loyal Witness — 
not as a seholar. 

Gearly, Furuli has an agenda, and he is hiding it. 
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ATTEMPTS TO REVISE THE NEO-BABYLONIAN ORONOLOGY 

Although Volmne I of Furuli’s work prineipally is an attempt at 
revising the Persian ehronology, some parts of it also eontain 
arguments for a lengthening of the Neo-Babylonian ehronology: 

(A) In ehapter 6 Furuli elaims there are dated business tablets 
from the 17th regnal year of Nabonidus that overlap Cyrus’ reign, 
which, if they are eorreet, “suggest that Nabonid reigned longer” 
(p.132). 

(B) As the ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian period is fixed 
by a number of astronomieal tablets, Furuli devotes much spaee on 
trying to undermine the reliability of these tablets, including the 
astronomieal diary VAT 4956 from the 37th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar. In Chapter 1 he elaims there are only two 
prineipal astronomieal sources for the ehronology of the Neo- 
Babylonian and Persian periods. In the same ehapter he deseribes 
nine “potential sources of error” in the Babylonian astronomieal 
tablets. 

(Q In Chapter 2 Furuli argues that the astronomieal texts 
probably mainly eontain, not actual observations, but backward 
calculations performed during the Seleucid era (after 312 B.C.E.). 

(D) In Chapter 4, finally, Furuli discusses Jeremiah’s propheey 
of the 70 years, arguing that the writers of Daniel 9:2 and 2 
Chronicles 36:21 “unambiguously” applied the 70 years to the 
period of the desolate state of Jemsalem. 

In this review I will eritieally examine these elaims one by one. 
As the Persian ehronology is not the subject of the present work, 
Furuli’s ehronologieal revision of that period will not be examined 
here. A more detailed review of Furuli’s book that includes 
eomments on his revised Persian ehronology is found on this site: 
http://user.tninet.se/~oof408u/ fkf/english/ furulirev.htm 
This material has also been included at the end of this book. 

For some works often referred to in the discussion below the 
following abbreviations are used: 

ADT Abraham J. Saehs and Hermann Hunger, Astronomieal 
Diaries and Related Texts from Babjlonia (Wien: Verlag der 
Òsterreiehisehen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Vol. I — 1988, II 
— 1989, III — 1996, V — 2001). 

CBT Erle Leiehty et al, Catalogue of the Babjlonian Tablets in the 
British Mnsenm, Vols. 6, 7, and 8 (1986, 1987, and 1988). These 
vohimes list the tablets from Sippar held at BM. 
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LBAT Abraham J. Saehs (ed.), Lafe Babylonian Astronomieal and. 
Kelated Texts. Copied by T G. Pinehes and J. N Strassmaier (Providenee, 
Rliode Island: Brown University Press, 1955). 

PD Riehard A. Parker and Waldo H. Dubberstein, Babylonian 
ehronologj) 626 B.C. — A.D. 75 (Providenee, Rhode Island: Brown 
LJniversity Press, 1956). 

(A) The stipposed “overlap” betiveen the reigns of 
Nabonidus and Cyrus 

An argument repeatedly used by Furuli is that the existence of 
dated business documents showing ehronologieal “overlaps” of 
some days, weeks, or months between a king and his successor 
proves that “something is wrong with our ehronologieal seheme. 
In that ease it is likely that the successor did not succeed the 
previous king in the year when he died. There may be one or more 
years in between, or there may even be another ruler between the 
two kings in question. This way to test a ehronology is very 
important because there are diserepaneies between all the kings of 
the New Babylonian Empire and several of the early kings of the 
Persian Empire.” (p. 132) 

This argument is eritieally examined and disproved in the 
Appendix of the present work, where the eoneeivable “overlaps” 
between the reigns of all the kings of the Neo-Babylonian period 
are examined in detail. (See above, pp. 321-329.) The only 
suggested “overlap” not discussed is that between the 17th year of 
Nabonidus and the aeeession-year of Cyrus. The reason for this is 
not just that there are no dated texts that show such an overlap 
between the two reigns, but also because there are a number of 
tablets that definitely prove that Cyrus succeeded Nabonidus in his 
17th year. Five such texts are discussed in the present work on 
pages 135-139 above. 

Nevertheless, Furuli elaims that some business tablets show an 
overlap between Nabonidus’ 17th year and Cyrus’ aeeession-year. 
His “Table 18” on p. 132 shows that the earliest tablet extant from 
the reign of Cyrus (CT 57:717) is dated to day 19, month VII 
(Tishri) of his aeeession-year, i.e., three days after the fall of 
Babylon. This date is eorreet. But then Furuli goes on to list three 
tablets in his table that seem to be dated to Nabonidus after the 
earliest tablet dated to Cyrus, indieating an overlap of five months 
between the two kings: 
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Month-day-year: 

VII — 19 — acc. 

VIII - 10— 17 
IX- xx— 17 
XII - 19— 17 


King: 

Cyrus 

Nabonidus 

Nabonidus 

Nabonidus 


Furuli concludes: 

If one or more of the three tablets dated in months 8 and 12 of 
Nabonid are eorreet, this suggests that Nabonid reigned longer than 17 
years. (p. 132) 

But none of the three “overlapping dates” are real. 

(A-l) Nabonidiis “VIII —10 — 17” (BM 74972): 

As Furuli explains, PD rejeeted this date because “the month 
sign is shaded” in J. N. Strassmaier’s eopy of the text published in 
1889. 81 They had good reasons for doing this because F. H. 
Weissbach, who eollated the tablet in 1908, explained that the 
month name was highly uncertain and “in any ease not 
Arahsamnu” (month VIII). 82 

Actually, there is an even more serious error with the date. Baek 
in 1990 I asked C. B. F. Walker at the British Museum to take 
another look at the date on the original tablet. He did this together 
with two other Assyriologists. They all agreed that the year is 16, 
not 17. Walker says: 

On the Nabonidus text no. 1054 mentioned by Parker and 
Dubberstein p. 13 and Kugler, SSB 11388,1 have eollated that tablet (BM 
74972) and am satisfied that the year is 16, not 17. It has also been 
eheeked by Dr. G. Van Driel and Mr. Bongenaar, and they both agree 
with me. 83 

(A-2) Nabonidiis “IX — xx—17” (No. 1055 in 
Strassmaier, Nabonidus): 

This text does not give any day number, the date above just 
being given as “Kislimu [= month IX], year 17 of Nabonidus”. The 
text, in faet, eontains four different dates of this kind, in the 
following ehronologieal disorder: Months IX, I, XII, and VI of 
“year 17 of Nabonidus”. None of these dates refers to the time 
when the tablet was drawn up. Such a date is actually missing on 


81 PD ( Parker & Dubberstein’s Babylonian Ohronology, 1956), p. 13. The tablet is 
listed as No. 1054 in J. N. Strassmaier, insehriften von Nabonidus, Kónig von 
Babylon (Leipzig, 1889). 

82 See F. X. Kugler, Stemkiinde und Stemdienst in Babel [SSBj, Vol. 11:2 (1912), p. 
388 

83 Letter Walker to Jonsson, November 13, 1990. 



358 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


the tablet. As F. X. Kugler explained, the tablet belongs to a 
eategory of texts eontaining installment dates or delivery dates 
('mashshartum ). 84 Such dates were given at least one month, and 
often several months in advanee. That is why PD states (p. 14) that 
“this tablet is useless for dating purposes” As shown by its 
eontents, No. 1055 is an administrative text giving the dates for 
deliveries of eertain amounts of barley in year 17 of Nabonidus. 85 

(A-3) Nabonidus “ XII-19 —1 7 ” (BM 55694): 

This tablet was eopied by T. G. Pinehes in the 1890’s and was 
finally published in 1982 as CT 57:168. 86 It is also listed in CBT 6, 
p. 184, where the date is given as “Nb(-) 19/12/13+” (= day 19, 
month 12, year 13+). 87 Evidently the royal name and the year 
number are both damaged and only partially legible. “Nb(-)” shows 
that the royal name begins with “Nabu-”. This could refer to either 
Nabopolassar, Nebuchadnezzar, or Nabonidus. If it is Nabonidus, 
the damaged year number, “13+”, may refer to any year between 
his 13th and 17th year. An examination of the original tablet might 
perhaps give some clues. 

None of the three tablets listed by Furuli, then, ean be used to 
prove that Nabonidus’ 17th year overlapped the aeeession-year of 
Cyrus, suggesting that “Nabonid reigned longer than 17 years” 

(B) Attempts at undermining the reliábility of the 
astronomieal tablets 

(B-l) Only three prineipal sources for the ehronology of 
the aneient world? 

Furuli is well aware that the most damaging evidenee against his 
so-ealled “Oslo Chronology” is provided by the astronomieal 
cuneiform tablets. He therefore strives to belittle the importanee of 
most of these tablets, stating that there are only two prineipal 
astronomieal sources on which the ehronology of the Neo- 
Babylonian and Persian periods ean be based. (Pages 15, 24, 45) At 
least one of these, he elaims, eontradiets the third prineipal 
ehronologieal source—the Bible: 


84 F. X. Kugler, SSB 11:2 (1912), pp. 388, 389. 

85 P.-A. Beaulieu in the Jornnal of Near Eastern Studies, Vol. 52:4 (1993), pp. 256, 
258. 

86 CT 57:168 = Cuneiform Texts from Babylonian Tablets in the British Museum, Part 
57 (1982), No. 168. 

87 Erle Leiehty, Catalogue of the Babylonian Tablets in the British Museum (CBT), Vol. 

6 (1986), p. 184 (82-7-14, 51). 
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There are three prineipal sources with information regarding the 
ehronology of the New Babylonian and Persian kings, namely, Stem 
Kambjs 400, IKAT 4956 and the Bible. The information in these three 
sottrees eannot be harmonized. (p. 21) 

Furuli knows, of course, that for the fbdng of the absolute date 
for the fall of Babylon to 539 B.C.E., at least one astronomieal text 
is needed. As the diaiy VAT 4956 is disastrous for his Oslo 
Chronology, he is foreed to ehoose Stm Kambys 400 for this 
purpose, elaiming that this is “the tablet that is most important for 
Persian ehronology” (p. 128) and “the only source on the basis of 
which an absolute ehronology ean be made regarding the year 
Cyrus conquered Babylon.” (p. 134) 

The poor quality of this tablet has already been pointed out in 
the present work. As was notieed already by F. X. Kugler in 1903, 
it is probably the least reliable of all astronomieal tablets. (See 
above, pp. 84—88.) Modern seholars even question whether it 
eontains any observations at all. Dr. John M. Steele, for example, 
explains: 

It is also unwise to base any conclusions eoneerning the Babylonian 
reeords on this tablet alone, sinee it does not fall into any of the eommon 
eategories of text. In particular, it is not eertain whether this text eontains 
observations or calculations of the phenomena it reeords. At least some 
of the data must be calculated. For instanee, the full run of lunar six 
timings for the 7th year of Cambyses eannot all have been measured; 
clouds would surely have prevented their observation on at least some 
oeeasions. The lunar six data must therefore have been either all 
ealettlated, as suggested by Kugler (1907: 61-72), or be a mixture of 
observation and ealettlation. There is also debate eoneerning whether the 
two lunar eelipses were observed or calculated. 88 

The faet is that the ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian and 
Persian eras is fixed by nearly 50 astronomieal observational tablets 
(diaries, eelipse texts, and planetary texts). Many of them are quite 
extensive and detailed and serve as prineipal sources for the 
absolute ehronology of this period. Most of these tablets are 


88 John M. Steele, Observations and Predietions of Eelipse Times by Early Astronomers 
(Dordreeht-Boston-London: Kluwer Aeademie Publishers, 2000), p. 98. C. B. F. 
Walker refers, for example, to the inaccurate magnitude reported for one the two 
eelipses in the text, “but,” he adds, “the Cambyses text is now understood to 
eontain a series of predietions rather than observations.” — Walker in John Curtis 
(ed.), Mesopotamia in the Persian Period (London: The Tmstees of the British 
Museum, 1997), p. 18. 
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pubUshed in volumes I and V of Saehs & Hunger’s ADT. 89 For 
example, there are about 25 diaries from the reign of Artaxerxes II 
(404—358 BCE), 11 of which have the royal name and regnal dates 
preserved. Most, if not all, of these appear to be, not later eopies, 
but original eompilations from the 46-year reign of Artaxerxes II. 90 
Therefore, to fìx the absolute ehronology of the reign of 
Artaxerxes II or any other Persian king, Stm Kambys 400 is needless 
and irrelevant. Nor is it needed to fix the reigns of Cambyses and 
Cyrus, which ean be more securely fixed by other texts. 

(B-2) Potential “soiirees of errors” in the Babylonian 
astronomieal tablets 

Attempting to fiirther weaken the reliability of the astronomieal 
texts, Furuli, on pages 29-37, deseribes nine “potential sources of 
error” that might undermine the trustworthiness of tablets that 
eonfliet with his Oslo Chronology, such as VAT 4956. On eloser 
inspeetion, however, the supposed “sources of error” turn out to 
be either (a) trivial and immaterial, (b) not applieable to the tablets 
used for fbdng the Neo-Babylonian and Persian ehronology and 
therefore irrelevant, or (e) mere figments of imagination. All of 
Furuli’s “potential sources of errors” fall into one of these three 
eategories. Some examples are given below. 

(.B-2a) Trivial and immaterial soiirees of error: 

An example of (a) is Furuli’s deseription of “the proeess of 
writing down the data.” His discussion of this focuses on the 
astronomieal diary VAT 4956, dated to the 37th year of the reign 
of Nebuchadnezzar. Furuli explains: 

The tablet itself is a eopy made a long time after the original was 
made, but even the original was not made at the time the observations 
were made. The tablet eovers a whole year, and because elay hardly ean 
be kept moist for 12 months, the observations must have been written 
down on quite a lot of smaller tablets, which were eopied when the 
original was made. (pp. 30, 31) 

As far as the eopying and eompilation procedure is eoneerned, 
Furuli’s deseription is eorreet and well known to Assyriologists. 
Copying errors do exist, but they usually ereate few problems in 
tablets that are fairly well preserved and detailed enough to be 

89 ADT = Astronomieal Diaríes and Related Texts from Babylonia. 

90 Communication H. Hunger to C. O. Jonsson, dated January 26, 2001. 
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useful for ehronologieal purposes. As discussed in ehapter 4 of the 
present work (p. 162 above), the dated lunar and planetary 
positions reeorded in AAl' 4956 evidently eontain a couple of 
seribal errors. These errors, however, are minor and easily deteeted 
by modem computations of the observations reeorded. 

Thus, on the obverse (front) side, line 3 has day “9”, which 
already P. V. Neugebauer and E. F. Weidner pointed out is a 
seribal error for day “8”.' 91 Similarly, obverse, line 14, has day “5”, 
which is obviously an error for day “4”. The remaining legible 
reeords of observed lunar and planetary positions, about 30, are 
eorreet, as is demonstrated by modem calculations. In their reeent 
examination of AAT 4956, Professor F. R. Stephenson and Dr. D. 
M. Willis conclude: 

The observations analyzed here are suffidently diverse and accurate 
to enable the aeeepted date of the tablet i.e. 568—567 B.C.— to be 

eonfidentlj eonfirmed.? 2 

(B-2b) inapplieable and therefore irrelevant “sotirees of 
error”: 

An example of (b) is Furuli’s referenee to the gradual ehange in 
the speed of the earth’s rotation. (p. 33) As is pointed out in the 
present work (p. 334 above), this is no problem for the period 
under discussion, as the rate of the deerease in the earth’s rotation 
has been established baek to, and even over a century beyond the 
Neo-Babylonian period. From the middle of the 8th century B.C.E. 
and on, therefore, we are on “safe ground” with respeet to this 
source of error. 

(B-2c) Imaginary “soiiree of error”, no. 1: 

An example of (e) is Furuli’s referenee to the supposed 
“emdeness of observations” reeorded on the astronomieal tablets. 
On page 32 he elaims: 

One problem is the emdeness of the observations. Because the 
tablets probably were made for astrologieal reasons, it was enough to 
know the zodiaeal sign in which the moon or a eertain planet was found 
at a particular point of time. This does not give particularly accurate 
observations. 

By this statement Furuli ereates a false impression that the lunar 
and planetary positions reeorded on the Babylonian astronomieal 
tablets are given only in relation to zodiaeal signs of 30 degrees 
eaeh. 


91 A translation and discussion of the tablet by Neugebauer & Weidner was published 
in 1915. See above, p. 157, note 8. 

92 F. R. Stephenson & D. M. Willis in J. M. Steele 8s A. Imhausen [eds.], Under One 
Sky. Astronomy and Mathematies in the Aneient Near East (Munster: IJgarit-Verlag, 
2002), pp. 423-428. (Emphasis added) 



362 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


He supports this by quoting a seholar, Curtis Wilson, who in a 
review of a book by R. R. Newton made such a elaim, stating that, 
“The position of the planet is speeified only within an interval of 
30°.” 93 

But anyone with even a cursory acquaintance with the 
Babylonian astronomieal tablets knows that Wilson’s elaim — 
repeated by Furuli — is false. Although it is true that many 
positions reeorded on the tablets are given with referenee to 
eonstellations along the zodiaeal belt, the great majority of the 
positions, even in the earliest diaries, are given with referenee to 
stars or planets. The division of the zodiaeal belt into signs of 30 
degrees eaeh took plaee later, during the Persian era, and it is not 
until “toward the end of the 3rd century B.C.” that “diaries begin 
to reeord the dates when a planet moved from one zodiaeal sign to 
another.” 94 During the entire 800-year period from ea. 750 BCE to 
ea. 75 CE the Babylonian astronomers used a number of stars elose 
to the eeliptie as referenee points. As Professor Hermann Hunger 
explains in a work also used by Furuli: 

In order to give the position of the moon and the planets a mmber of 
stars elose to the eeliptie are used for referenee. These have been ealled 
“Normalsterne” fNomal Stars] by Epping, and the term has remained in 
use ever sinee. (ADT, Vol. I, p. 17; emphasis added.) 

On pages 17-19 of the same work, Hunger lists 32 such nortnal 
stars known from the tablets. Noel Swerdlow states: “By far the 
most numerous observations of planets in the Diaries are of their 
distanees ‘above’ or ‘below’ and ‘in front of or ‘behind’ normal 
stars and eaeh other, measured in cubits and fingers. 95 

Such detailed observations are shown by VAT 4956, in which 
about two-thirds of the lunar and planetary positions reeorded are 
given in relation to normal stars and planets. And, in eontrast to 
positions related to eonstellations, where the moon or a planet 
usually is just said to be “in front of,” “behind,” “above,” “below,” 
or “in” a eertain eonstellation, the reeords of positions related to 
normal stars also give the distanees to these stars in “cubits” (of ea. 
22.5 degrees eaeh) and “fingers” (1/24 of the cubit), as Swerdlow 
points out. Although the measurements are demonstrably not 

93 C. Wilson in Joiirnal of the History of Astronomy 15:1 (1984), p. 40. 

94 H. Hunger in N. M. Swerdlow [ed.], Aneient Astronomy and Celestial Divination 
(London: The MIT Press, 1999), p. 77. Cf. B. L. Van der Waerden, “History of the 
Zodiak,” Arehiv fur Orientforsehiing 16 (1952/ 1953), pp. 216-230. 

95 N. M. Swerdlow, The Babylonian Theory of the Planets (Prineeton, New Jersey, 
1998), p. 39. 
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mathematieally exact, they are eonsiderably more preeise than 
positions related only to eonstellations. 

By parsing all the astronomieal diaries in the first two 
volumes of Sachs/Hunger’s ADT, Professor Gerd Grasshoff 
“obtained deseriptions of 3285 events, of which 2781 are eomplete 
without unreadable words or broken plates. Out of those are 1882 
topographieal events [i.e., positions related to stars and planets], 
604 are lunar observations ealled Lunar Six . . . and 295 are 
loeations of a eelestial objeet in a eonstellation.” 96 Thus, two-thirds 
of the positions are related to stars or planets, whereas only about 
10 pereent are related to eonstellations. 

(B-2c) Imaginary “source of error”, no. 2: 

Another example of (e) is Furuli’s elaim that the 12,000-foot 
mountain range to the east of Babylon might prevent or preclude 
observations: 

To the east of Babylon there is a mountain range rising to about 
12,000 feet above sea level, while the area to the west of the eity is a flat 
desert. ... it is obvious that the high mountains to the east of Babylon 
would prevent some observations. (p. 29) 

But the Zagros mountains to the east of Babylon ereate no 
serious problems. The higher parts of the range begin about 230 
kilometers east of Babylon with Kuh-e Var^arin at about 9500 feet 
above sea level. Mountains “about 12,000 feet above sea level” lie 
eonsiderably farther away. Due to the distanee and the curvature of 
the earth, the Zagros mountains are not visible from Babylon, at 
least not from the ground, as ean be testified by anyone who has 
been there. Professor Hermann Hunger, for example, says: 

I have been there [in IraeJ, three years, of which two months were 
spent in Babylon. There are no mountains visible from Babylon. 9 ' 

It is possible, of course, that an observer atop the 90-meter-high 
Etemenanki ziggurat in Babylon (if the observations could have 
been made from there) could have seen a very thin, irregiilar line of 
mountains far to the east, although this, too, is doubtful. This 
might have affeeted the arcus visionis to some degree (the smallest 
angular distanee of the sun below the horizon at the first or last 


96 Gerd Grasshoff, “Normal Stars in Late Astronomieal Babylonian Diaries,” in Noel 
M.Swerdlow [ed.], Aneient Astronomy and Oelestial Divination ( London: The MIT 
Press, 1999), p. 107. 

97 Communication Hunger to Jonsson Deeember 4, 2003. 
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visibility of a heavenly body above the horizon), which in turn 
could have ehanged the date of the first and last visibility of a 
heavenly body by a day or two. 

It should be emphasized that this might possibly be a problem 
with astronomieal texts that report only phenomena elose to the 
horizon. Observations of lunar and planetary positions related to 
speeifie stars and eonstellations higher in the sky would not be 
affeeted, and it is usually these that are the most useful for 
ehronologieal purposes. Most of the about 30 lunar and planetary 
positions reeorded on the astronomieal tablet bridT 4956 belong to 
this eategory. 

None of Furuli’s “potential sources of error” weakens the 
reliability of VAT 4956. I am aware of only one seholar who has 
tried to overeome the evidenee provided by this diary, namely, E. 
W. Faulstich, founder and direetor of the Chronology-History 
Researeh Institute in Speneer, Iowa, USA. Faulstich believes it is 
possible to establish an absolute Bible ehronology without the aid 
of extra-Biblical sources, based solely on the eyelieal phenomena of 
the Mosaie law (sabbath days, sabbath and jubilee years) and the 
eyele of the 24 seetions of the levitieal priesthood. One 
consequence of his theory is that the whole Neo-Babylonian period 
has to be moved backward one year. Because this eonfliets with the 
absolute dating of the period based on the astronomieal tablets, 
Faulstich argues that VAT 4956 eontains information from two 
separate years mixed into one. This idea, however, is based on 
serious mistakes. I have thoroughly refuted Faulstich’s thesis in the 
unpublished artiele, “A critique of E. W. Faulstich’s Neo- 
Babylonian ehronology” (1999), available from me upon request. 

(C) Are most astronomieal positions calculated rather 
than observed? 

The “most acute problem for making an absolute ehronology 
based on astronomieal tablets,” Furuli elaims, is that many, 
“perhaps most positions of the heavenly bodies on such tablets, are 
calculated rather than observed.” (p. 15) Is this true? 

As discussed in ehapter 4 of the present work (pp. 154—156 
above), Babylonian astronomers at an early stage were able to 
prediet eertain astronomieal phenomena, such as the occurrences 
of lunar eelipses and eertain planetary positions. These calculations 
presuppose that they had worked out theories for dating and 
loeating such phenomena. In faet, about 300 texts have been found 
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eontaining lists of lunar and planetary positions at regiilar intervals. 
(See above, p. 156.) Such arithmetieal tables were termed 
“ephemerides” by Professor Otto Neugebauer, who published all 
extant tablets of this kind in his three-volume work, Astronomkal 
Cuneifor?n Texts (1955). All these tablets are late, almost all dating 
from the 3rd to the lst centuries B.C.E. 

Does this mean, then, that all or most of the phenomena 
reeorded on the astronomieal tablets might have been computed 
rather than observed, as Furuli elaims? Were the Babylonian 
astronomers able to do this? Are there indieations in the reeorded 
data that they did just that? 

(C-.l) Phenomena the Babylonian astronomers were 
unable to ealeiilate 

Although the Babylonian astronomers were able to calculate 
and prediet eertain astronomieal events, the observational texts — 
diaries, planetary texts, and eelipse texts — eontain reports of 
several phenomena and circumstances eonneeted with the 
observations that could not have been calculated. 

That the diaries usually reeord real observations is shown by their 
reports of elimatologieal phenomena. For example, the seribes 
repeatedly report when bad weather prevented astronomieal 
observations. We often find reports about “clouds and rain of 
various sorts, deseribed in detail by numerous teehnieal terms, as 
well as fog, mist, hail, thunder, lightning, winds from all direetions, 
often eold, and frequent ‘ pisan dib’, of unknown meaning but always 
assoeiated with rain.” 98 Other reeorded phenomena were rainbows, 
solar halos and river levels. None of these could have been 
retrocalculated much later. What, then, about the astronomieal 
phenomena? 

As discussed in ehapter 4 of the present work (p. 185 above), 
there were a number of planetary phenomena reeorded in the texts 
that the Babylonian astronomers were unable to ealeiilate. These 
included conjunctions of planets with the moon and other planets, 
with their distanees. VAl' 4956 reeords a number of such — for 
the Babylonian astronomers — unpredictable and inealeiilable 
phenomena. 

With respeet to lunar eelipses, the Babylonian astronomers were 
eertainly able to prediet and retrocalculate the oeenrrenees of lunar 

98 N. M. Swerdlow, The Babylonian Theory of the Planets (1998), p. 18. 
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edipses, but they were unable to prediet or ealeiilate a number of 
iniportant details about them. (See above, p. 185.) This has been 
discussed in detail by Dr. John M. Steele." Commenting on the 
elaim that the eelipse reeords on the lunar eelipse tablets might be 
retrocalculations by Babylonian astronomers in the Seleucid era, 
Steele explains: 

You were absolutely right when you argued that the Babylonians 
could not have retrocalculated the early eelipse reeords. The Saros eyele 
could have been used to detemiine the date of eelipses, even eentories 
earlier, but none of the Babylonian methods could have allowed them to 
calculate circumstances such as the direetion of the eelipse shadow, the 
visibility of planets during the eelipse, . . . 

Although the Babylonians could calculate the time of the eelipses, 
they could not do so to the same level of accuracy as they could observe 
— there is a elear differenee of accuracy between eelipses they said were 
observed and those they say were predieted (this is discussed in my 
book), which proves that the “observed” eelipses really were 
observed. 1,1,1 

(C-2) Most of the eontents of the observational texts are 
observations 

Although the observational texts, due to pafticular 
circumstances such as bad weather, oeeasionally eontain ealeiilated 
events , most of the entries are demonstrably based on actual 
observations. That this is the ease with the Diaries is direetly 
indieated by the Akkadian name engraved at the end and on the 
edges of these tablets: natsam sha giné, which means “regular 
watching.” (ADT, Vol. I, p. 11) 

Seholars who have examined these tablets in detail agree that 
they eontain mostly gemiine observations. Professor Hermann 
Hunger gives the following deseription of the various kinds of 
astronomieal data reeorded in the Diaries: 

Lunar Six [i.e., the time differenees between the settings and risings 
of the sun and the moon just before and after conjunction and 
opposition]; planetary phases, like first and last visibility . . . conjunctions 
between planets and the so-ealled Normal Stars . . . eelipses; solstiees and 
equinoxes; phenomena of Sirius. Toward the end of the 3rd eentory 

99 John M. Steele, Observations and Predietions of Eelipse Times by Early 
Astronomers (Dortreeht-Boston-London: Kluwer Aeademie Publishers, 2000); also 
in his artiele, “Eelipse Predietion in Mesopotamia,” Arehive for History of Exact 
Seienees, Vol. 54 (2000), pp. 421-454. 

100 Communication Steele to Jonsson, Mareh 27, 2003. 
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B.C., Diaries begin to reeord the dates when a planet moved from one 
zodiaeal sign into another. The rest of the Diaries’ eontents is non- 
astronomieal. 

Hunger adds: 

Ahnost all of these items are observations. Exceptions are the solstiees, 
equinoxes, and Sirius data, which were computed aeeording to a seheme 
. . . furthermore, in many instanees when Lunar Sixes, lunar or solar 
eelipses, or planetary phases could not be observed, a date or time is 
nevertheless given, marked as not observed. Expected passings of 
Normal Stars by the moon are sometimes reeorded as missed because of 
bad weather, but never is a distanee between moon and Normal Star 
given as computed. 101 

In summary, Furuli’s elaim that “perhaps most positions of the 
heavenly bodies on such tablets, are calculated rather than 
observed” is groundless. It is refuted by statements in the tablets 
themselves and by the faet that they eontain data that the 
Babylonians were unable to calculate. These circumstances are 
diametrieally opposed to the suggestion that the data in the 
astronomieal diary bdT 4956 might have been calculated later so 
that possibly “there never was an ‘original tablet’.” (Furuli, p. 30) 

(C-3) A theory of desperation 

If the entries on the observational tablets — diaries, and lunar 
and planetary tablets — reeord mostly demonstrably genuine 
observations, and if the Babylonian astronomers were unable to 
compute and retrocalculate many of the astronomieal and other 
data reported, how, then, is it possible for anyone to wriggle out of 
the evidenee provided by these tablets? 

Because the tablets often eontain so many detailed observations 
dated to speeifie regnal years that they ean be safely fixed to 
partieiilar Julian years, the only eseape is to question the 
authenticity of the regnalyear mimbers found on the tablets. 

This is what Furuli does. He imagines that “a seribe could sit 
down in the 2nd century and make a tablet partly of some 
phenomena eovering many years, partly on the basis of theory (the 
three sehemes) and partly on the basis of tablets from a library” 
that might show real observations. Then, upon diseovery that the 
dates on the library tablets eonflieted with the theoretieal data, 
“these erroneous data could be used to ‘eorreet’ the eorreet data of 

101 H. Hunger in Swerdlow (ed.), Aneient Astronomy and Oelestial Divination (1999), 
pp. 77, 78. (Emphasis added) 
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his library tablet, to the effeet that the tablet he was making would 
eontain wrong data of regnal years:’ (Furuli,p.41) 

Furuli indieates that not only the dates on the lunar and 
planetary tablets but also the dates on the diaries might have been 
tampered with by the Seleucid seholars in the same way. Referring 
again to the faet that the earliest extant diaries are eopies, he says: 

But what about the regnal year(s) of a king that are written on such 

tablets? Have they been ealibrated to fit an ineorreet theoretieal 

ehronologieal seheme, or have they been eopied eorreedy? (Fumli, p. 42) 

Furuli realizes, of course, that his Oslo Chronology is 
thoroughly eontradieted by the Babylonian astronomieal tablets. 
That is the reason he proposes, as a last frantie resort, the theory 
that these tablets might have been redated by Seleucid seholars to 
bring them into agreement with their own supposed theoretieal 
ehronology for earlier times. Is this seenario likely? What does it 
imply? 

(C-4) The seale of the siipposed Seleiieid ehronologieal 
revisions 

To what extent does Furuli’s Oslo Chronology differ from the 
traditional ehronology? In a ehronologieal table on pages 219-225 
eovering the 208 years of the Persian era (539-331 BCE), Furuli 
shows, reign by reign, the differenee between his ehronology and 
the traditional one. It turns out that the only agreement between 
the two is the dating of the reigns of Cyrus and Cambyses — the 
period from the fall of Babylon (539 BCE) to 522 BCE, a period of 
17 years. By giving the usurper Bardiya one full year of reign after 
Cambyses, Furuli moves the whole 36-year reign of Darius I one 
year forward. Then he moves the reigns of Darius’ successors 
Xerxes and Artaxerxes I 10 years backward by adding 10 years to 
the reign of the latter, ereating a eoregeney of 11 years between 
Darius I and Xerxes. 

But Furuli also assigns a one-year reign to the usurper Sogdianus 
between Artaxerxes I and his successor Darius II. The effeet of this 
is that the remaining reigns up to 331 BCE are all moved one year 
forward. The end result is that Furuli’s Oslo Chronology is at 
varianee with the traditional ehronology for the Persian era for 191 
of its 208 years, or for 92 pereent of the period. 

But this is not all. As mentioned in the introduction, Furuli 
wants to add 20 extra years to the Neo-Babylonian period 
somewhere after the reign of Nebuchadnezzar — between 562 
and 539 BCE. The effeet of this — what Furuli ealls the “domino 



Appendix 369 


effeet” — is that not only the reign of Nebuchadnezzar but all the 
reigns of his predeeessors are moved backward 20 years. 

Because the Babylonian astronomieal arehive starts with the 
reign of Nabonassar, 747-734 BCE, Furuli’s Oslo Chronology is at 
varianee with the traditional ehronology for most, if not the whole, 
of the Babylonian era from 747 to 539 BCE. This means that the 
disagreement between the two runs to more than 90 pereent of the 
416-year period from 747 to 331 BCE. This also means that the 
Oslo Chronology is eontradieted by more than 90 pereent of the 
astronomieal observational texts — diaries, eelipse texts, and 
planetary texts — dated to this period. Because these tablets reeord 
thousands of observations dated to particular regnal years, months, 
and days within this period, we begin to get some idea of the seale 
of the ehronologieal revisions the Seleucid seholars must have 
engaged in — aeeording to Furuli’s theory. Yet, this is only a 
fraetion of the full seope of the neeessary revisions. 

(C-5) The seope of the original astronomieal arehive 

It should be kept in mind that the extant arehive of ea. 1300 
nonmathematieal and prineipally observational astronomieal 
cuneiform tablets is only a fraetion of the seope of the original 
arehive available to the Seleucid seholars. In a lecture held at a 
eonferenee in 1994, Professor Hunger explained: 

To give you an idea of how much was originally eontained in that 
arehive, and how much is still preserved, I made a few rough estimates. 
From well preserved Diaries, I found that in eaeh month about 15 lunar 
and 5 planetary positions, both in relation to Normal Stars, are reported. 
Also, every month the so-ealled lunar Six are reeorded. Eaeh year will in 
addition eontain 3 Sirius phases, 2 solstiees and 2 equinoxes, at least 4 
eelipse possibilities or eelipses, and about 25 planetary phases. Together, 
this results in about 350 astronomieal observations per year. In 600 
years, 210,000 observations are accumulated. Now I do not know 
whether the arehive was ever eomplete to this extent. Sometimes eopies 
of older Diaries indieate that things were missing in the original. But on 
the ivhole, this is the order of magnitude. By counting the mirnber of 
reasonably (i.e., not eompletely, but more than half) preserved months, I 
arrived at ea. 400 months preserved in dated Diaries (undated fragments 
do not help for the purposes of this leetare). If we eompare this to a 
duration of 600 years for the arehive, we see that we have preserved ea. 5% 
of the months in Diaries. W2 


102 H. Hunger in Swerdlow (ed.j, Aneient Astronomy and Oelestial Divination (1999), 
p. 82. (Emphasis added) 
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If only five pereent of the otiginal Babylonian astronomieal arehive 
is preserved today, the seale of the ehronologieal revisions Furuli 
thinks Seleucid eopyists engaged in beeomes apparent. To bring 
their whole arehive into harmony with their supposed theoretieal 
ehronology, they would have had to redate thousands of tablets 
and tens of thousands of observations. Is it likely that they believed 
so strongly in a supposed theoretieal ehronology that they bothered 
to redate four centuries’ worth of arehives eontaining thousands of 
tablets? The idea is patently absurd, asinine. 

We ean also ask why the Seleucid seholars would work out a 
theoretieal ehronology for earlier centuries when a reliable 
ehronology for the whole period baek to the middle of the 8th 
century could easily be extracted from the extensive astronomieal 
arehive at their disposal. Is it not much more realistie to conclude 
that their ehronology was exactly the one found in the inherited 
arehive of tablets, an arehive that had been studied and expanded 
by successive generations of seholars up to and inehiding their 
own? 

It should be noted that, to make any elaims at all about dates in 
his Oslo ehronology, Furuli must rely on the dating of the tablets 
that the Seleucids supposedly revised. But if one assumes that his 
ehronology is valid, then so must be the dates reeorded on the 
tablets — which destroys his elaim that the Seleucids revised the 
tablets. Thus, Furuli’s argument is internally ineonsistent and 
eannot be eorreet. 

Another problem is what beeame of the original pre-Seleucid 
tablets. A neeessary consequence of Furuli’s theory is that almost 
all extant tablets shorild refleet only the erroneous theoretieal 
ehronology of the Seleucid seholars, not what Furuli regards as the 
original and tme ehronology — the Oslo Chronology. In his view, 
therefore, all or almost all extant tablets ean only be the late revised 
eopies of the Seleucid seholars. Thus, on page 64, he elaims: 

As in the ease of the astronomieal diaries on elay tablets, we do not 
have the autographs of the Biblieal books, but only eopies. 

This is eertainly true of the Biblieal books, but is it tme of the 
astronomieal diaries? Is there any evidenee to show that all the 
astronomieal tablets preserved today are only eopies from the 
Seleucid era? 
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(C-6) Are all extant tablets late eopies from the Seleiieid 
era? 

It is eertainly tme that some of the earliest diaries, including 
1 yAT 4956, are later eopies. As discussed in ehapter 4 of the 
present work, they frequently refleet the stmggle of the eopyist to 
understand the aneient documents they were eopying, some of 
which were broken or otherwise damaged. Twice in the text of 
1 yAT 4956, for example, the eopyist added the eomment “broken 
off,” indieating he was unable to deeipher some word in the 
original. Often the documents used arehaie terminology that the 
eopyists tried to modernize. What about diaries from later times? 

As an example, there are about 25 diaries from the 46-year reign 
of Artaxerxes II (404—358 B.C.E.), 11 of which not only preserve 
the dates (year, month, day) but also the name of the king. (ADT, 
Vol. I, pp. 66-141) Some of them are extensive and eontain 
numerous observations (e.g., nos. -372 and -366). None of these 
tablets show any of the above-mentioned signs of being later 
eopies. Is it likely, then, that they, or at least some of them, are 
originals? 

This question was sent to Professor Hunger a few years ago. He 
answered: 

In my opinion, the diaries from the time of Artaxerxes II ean all be 
from his reign. You know that the larger diaries are all eopies in the 
sense that they are eolleetions of smaller tablets which eovered shorter 
periods. But that does not mean that they were eopied much later. To 
me it would make most sense if after every half a year the notes were 
eopied into one niee exemplar. I had a quick look through the edition 
and did not find any remarks like ‘broken” which are an indieation that 
the seribe eopied an older original. So I would answer your question “is 
it likely” by “Yes”. 103 

These tablets, therefore, do not refleet any “theoretieal 
ehronology” supposedly invented by the later Seleucid seholars. 
The tablets might very well be original documents. We eannot take 
it for granted that they are late eopies from the Seleucid era. And 
the same holds true, not only for the diaries from the reign of 
Artaxerxes II but for most of the observational tablets dating from 
before the Seleucid era. Even if some of the diaries and other 
tablets dated to the earliest centuries are later eopies, it is usually 
not known how late these eopies are, or whether they were eopied 
in the Seleucid period or earlier. 


103 Communication Hunger to Jonsson, January 26, 2001. 
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In conclusion, the theory that Seleucid seholars worked out an 
erroneous hypothetieal ehronology for earlier times that they 
systematieally embodied into the astronomieal tablets they were 
eopying eannot be supported by the available faets. It is not based 
on bistorieal reality and is a desperate attempt to save eherished but 
false dates. 

(D) Unfounded elaims ábout the Biblieal 70 years 

As is discussed in ehapter 5 of the present work, the prophet 
Jeremiah direetly applies the 70 years to the length of Babjlon’s 
dominion over the nations, not to the length of the desolation ofjemsa- 
lem and the Jewish exiie: 

. . . these nations wili serve the king of Babylon seventy years. 
(Jereniiah 25:11, NIV) 

When seventy years are eompleted for Babylon, I will eome baek to 
you and fulfill my gracious promise to bring you baek to this plaee. 
(Jeremiah 29:10, NIV) 

These texts elearly apply the 70-year period to Babylon, not to 
Jemsalem. Quoting the above NIV rendering of the two verses, 
Furuli even admits this, stating that “the text does not say explicitly 
that it refers to an exile for the Jewish nation. If we make a 
grammatieal analysis in 25:11, we find that ‘these nations’ is the 
grammatieal subject, and in 29:10, ‘Babylon’ is the patient, that is, 
the nation that should experience the period of 70 years.” (p. 75) 

(D-l) Is FuruWs view of the 70 years really supported by 
Daniel and the Chronicler? 

Attempting to evade this undesirable conclusion, Furuli turns to 
the 70-year passages at Daniel 9:2 and 2 Chronicles 36:20, 21, 
stating that “the writers of Daniel and 2 Chronicles understood the 
words of Jeremiah to imply a 70-year exile for the Jewish nation.” 
After quoting the NIV for these two texts, he elaims: 

As the analysis below shows, the words of Daniel and the Chronicler 
are unambiguous. They show definitely that Daniel and the Chronicler 
understood Jeremiah to prophesy about a 70-year period for the Jewish 
people when the land was desolate. (p. 76) 

The discussion of the two passages in ehapter 5 above (pp. 215- 
225) shows this elaim to be groundless. Both passages may easily 
be harmonized with the elear statements of Jeremiah. 
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Although Daniel links or ties the 70 years to the desolate state of 
Jemsalem, this does not mean that he equated the two periods. To 
link and to equate are two different things. This was notieed, for 
example, by Dr. C. F. Keil, who in his grammatieal analysis of 
Daniel 9:2 concluded that Daniel eonneeted and yet distinguished 
the two periods, just as is done in Jeremiah’s propheey. Only after 
the eompletion of the 70 years “for Babylon,” JHWH would visit 
the Jewish exiles and bring them baek to Jemsalem to end its 
period of desolation. This is what had been predieted at Jeremiah 
29:10, and Daniel’s statement fully agrees with this, aeeording to 
Keil. (See above, p. 219, note 31.) 104 

In his discussion of 2 Chronicles 36:20, 21 Furuli ignores verse 
20 and quotes only verse 21: 

to ftdfìll Jehovah’s words by the mouth of Jeremiah, until the land had 
paid off its sabbaths. All the days of lying desolate it kept sabbath, to 
fulfill seventy years. 

It may be noted that this verse starts with a subordinate clause 
and, more speeifieally, with a purpose clause: to fulfill .... Furuli 
quotes the verse out of context. To know what event would fidfill 
“Jehovah’s words by the mouth of Jeremiah,” it is neeessary to 
examine the main or prineipal clause, which is found in verse 20. 
This verse says: 

Furthemiore, he [Nebuchadnezzar] earried off those remaining from 
the sword eaptive to Babylon, and they eame to be sen’ants to him aneì his sons 
until the royalty ofPersia began to reign; 

The Chronicler states that the serviee to the kings of 
Babylon ended when “the royalty of Persia began to reign.” This 
event took plaee, he goes on to say in the next verse (21), “to fulfill 
Jehovah’s words by the mouth of Jeremiah, . . . to fulfill seventy 
years.” 

The obvious meaning is that the eessation of the servitude 
under Babylon by the Persian takeover in 539 BCE fulfilled the 70- 
year propheey of Jeremiah. The Chronicler does not reinterpret 
Jeremiah’s statements to mean 70 years of desolation for Jemsalem, 
as Furuli elaims. On the eontrary, he stieks very elosely to 
Jeremiah’s deseription of the 70 years as a period of servitude 
under Babylon, and he ends this period with the fall of Babylon, 


104 The rather free Bible translation by Eugene H. Peterson well expresses the 
distinetion made in Jeremiah 29:10 between the end of the two periods, the 70 
years for Babylon and Jemsalem’s period of desolation: “As soon as Babylon’s 
seventy years are up and not a day before, 111 show up and take eare of you as I 
have promised and bring you baek home.” (The Message. The Prophets, 2000, p. 
230) 
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exactly as Jeremiah had predieted at Jeremiah 25:12 and 27:7. (See 
ehapter 5 above, pp. 220, 221.) 

(D-2) Jeremiah 25:9-12: 70 years of servitu.de — for 
whom? 

Returning to Jeremiah’s propheey, Furuii first focuses on Jeremiah 
25:11, which says: 

And all this land must beeome a devastated plaee, an objeet of 
astonishment, and these nations ivill serve the king of Babjlon seventj jears. 
(NIV) 

As was pointed out earlier, Furuli starts his discussion of the 70- 
year propheey by admitting that Jeremiah applies the 70 years to 
Babylon, not to Jemsalem. Having concluded (falsely, as has been 
shown above and in ehapter 5) that Daniel 9:2 and 2 Chronicles 
36:21 unambiguously state that Judah and Jemsalem lay desolate 
for 70 years, Furuli realizes that the meaning of Jeremiah 25:11 has 
to be ehanged to be brought into agreement witb his conclusion. 

The clause “these nations will serve the king of Babylon seventy 
years” is very elear in Hebrew: 

weábdu haggóyìm hàèlleh et-meleeh bábel shivím 

shánáh 

and-will-serve-they the-nations these king [oí] Babel 
seventy year[s] 

As Furuli points out (p. 82), the partiele et before meleeh hàhel 
(”king of Babel”) is a marker indieating that meleeh hàhel is the 
objeet. The word order is typieal in Hebrew: verb-subject-object. 
There are no grammatieal problems with the clause. It simply and 
unambiguously says that “these nations will serve the king of Babel 
seventy years.” Furuli, too, admits that “this is the most natural 
translation.” (p. 84) How, then, ean Furuli foree it to say something 
else? 

Furuli first elaims that “the subject (‘these nations’) is vague and 
unspecified” Actually, it is not. It simply refers baek to “all these 
nations round about” referred to in verse 9. Furuli goes on to state 
that the subject in the clause might not be “these nations” in verse 
11 but “this land” (Judah) and “its inhabitants” in verse 9. Verse 
11, therefore, really says that it is only the inhabitants of Judah, not 
“these nations,” that will serve the king of Babylon 70 years. How, 
then, is the occurrence of “these nations” in the cíause to be 
explained? Furuli suggests that they might be part of the objeet, 
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the king of Babel, who “would be a speeifieation of’ these nations. 
The clause could then be translated: 

and they will serve these nations, the king of Babel, seventy years (p. 

84) 

Furuli also suggests that the partiele et might not here be used as 
an objeet marker but as a preposition with the meaning “with.” 
Based on this explanation, the clause could even be translated: 

and they will serve these nations together mth the king of Babel seventy 
years (p. 84) 

These reeonstmetions are not supported by any Bible 
translations. Not only are they far-fetehed, they are refuted by the 
wider context. The predietion that the nations surrounding Judah 
would serve the king of Babylon is repeated in Jeremiah 27:7 in a 
way that is impossible to misunderstand: 

And all the nations must serve him and his son and his grandson until the 
time even of his own land eomes. 

The immediate context of the verse proves conclusively that 
“the nations” referred to inehtde all the non-Jewish nations in the 
Near East. Furuli’s linguistic aerobaties, therefore, are unnecessary, 
mistaken, and a ease of speeial pleading. 

Furuli’s far-fetehed and foreed reeonstmetion of the verse 
seems to be an attempt to bring it in agreement with the wording 
of the Septuagint version (LXX), to which he then refers in 
support. (p. 84) Some of the problems with the LXX version of 
Jeremiah are discussed in ehapter 5 above, ftn. 8 on pp. 195, 196. 

(D-3) Jeremiah 29:10: The meaning of the 70 years for 
Babylon 

Jeremiah 29:10 is discussed in ehapter 5 above, pp. 209-214. 
The verse explicitly states that the 70 years refer to Babylon, not 
Jemsalem: 

This is what the LORD says: ‘When seventy years are 
eompleted for Rabylon [Ibàbel] I will eome to you and fulfill my 
gracious promise to bring you baek to this plaee’ [i.e., to 
Jemsalem]. (NIV) 

Furuli notes that most Bible translations render the preposition 
le as “to” or “for” and that only a very few (usually older) 
translations render it as “at” or “in.” (Furuli, p.85) Of the latter, he 
mentions six: NWT, KJV , Harkavy, Spurrell, Lamsa, and the 
Swedish Church Bible of 1917. 

Alexander Harkavy’s edition from 1939 eontains the Hebrew 
text together with an English translation. Furuli does not seem to 
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have notieed that Hafkavy states in the prefaee that the English 
text is that of the Anthori^ed Version, that is, the KJV. George 
Lamsa’s translation has been strongly eritieized because of its heavy 
dependenee on the KJV. Also in Jeremiah, ehapter 29, he almost 
slavishly follows KJV. His “at Babylon,” therefore, means nothing. 
I have not been able to eheek Helen Spurrell’s translation. It was 
published in London in 1885, not 1985, as Furuli’s Bibliography 
erroneously shows, so it is not a modem translation. 

The Swedish Church Bible of 1917 has reeently been “replaeed” 
by two new translations, Bibel-2000 and Folkbibeln (1998). Both 
have “for Babylon” at Jeremiah 29:10. In answer to my questions, 
the translators of both translations emphasized that tbàbel at 
Jeremiah 29:10 means “for Babylon” not “at” or “in” Babylon. 
Remarkably, even the new revised Swedish edition of the NWT has 
ehanged the earlier “in Babylon” (Swedish “i Babylon”) in the 1992 
edition to “for Babylon” (Swedish: “fòr Babylon”) in the 2003 
edition. (See above, p. 211, ftn. 26) 

Because the rendering “for Babylon” eontradiets the theory that 
the 70 years refer to the period of Jemsalem’s desolation, Furuli 
needs to defend the notably infrequent rendering “at” or “in” 
Babylon. He even elaims that the preposition “for” gives the 70 
years “a fuzzy meaning:” 

If “for” is ehosen, the result is fuzziness, because the number 70 
then loses all speeifie meaning. There is no particular event marking 
their beginning nor their end, and the focus is wrong as well, because it 
is on Babylon rather than on the Jews. (p. 86) 

This is an ineredible statement and another example of Furuli’s 
speeial pleading. It is diffìcult to believe that Furuli is totally 
ignorant of the faet that both the beginning and the end of 
Babylon’s supremacy in the Near East were marked by 
revolutionary events — the beginning by the final emshing of the 
Assyrian empire and the end by the faíl of Babylon itself in 539 
BCE. Surely he must know that, aeeording to secular ehronology, 
exactly 70 years passed between these two events. Modern 
authorities on the history of this period agree that the definite end 
of Assyria occurred in 610/609 BCE. In the box on page 234 of 
ehapter 5 above, for example, four leading seholars are quoted to 
this effeet: viz. Professor John Bright and three leading 
Assyriologists, Donald J. Wiseman, M. A. Dandamaev, and Stefan 
Zawadski. It would be easy to multiply the number. Another 
example is Professor Klas R.Veenhof. He deseribes how the last 
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king of Assyria, Assumballit II, after the destmetìon of the eapital 
Nineveh in 612 BCE, retreated to the provineial eapital Harran, 
the last Assyrian stronghold, where he succeeded in holding out for 
another three years, supported by Egypt. Veenhof writes: 

It was to no advantage that Egypt supported Assyria; the Babylonian 
and Median arrnies took the eity in 610 B.C., and in the following year 
[609] they warded off their last defensive attempt. Therewith a great 
empire was dissolved. 105 

The same historieal information is given by Professor jaek 
Finegan on page 252 (§430) in the new revised edition of his well- 
known Handbook of Biblieal Chronolog)i. Quoting Jeremiah 29:10 he 
eonehtdes: 

The “seventy years . . . for Babylon,” of which Jeremiah speaks are 
therefore the seventy years of Babylonian rule, and the return of Judah 
from exile is eontingent upon the end of that period. Sinee the final fall 
of the Assyrian empire was in 609 B.C. (§430), and the New Babylonian 
empire endured from then until Cyms the Persian took Babylon in 539, 
the period of Babylonian domination was in faet seventy years (609 — 
539 = 70). 106 

Certainly, no one acquainted with Neo-Babylonian history ean 
honestly elaim that the 70 years “for Babylon” have a “fuzzy 
meaning” because no particular events mark the beginning and end 
of the period. 

(D-4) Jeremiah 29:10: The Septuagint and Vulgate 
versions 

Furuli next points out that “the Septuagint has the dative form 
babylóni” but with “the most natural meaning being ‘at Babylon’.” 
The statement reveals a surprising ignoranee of aneient Greek. As 
every Greek seholar will point out, the natural meaning of the 
dative form babylóni is “for Babylon.” It is an exact, literal 
translation of the original Hebrew kbàbel, which definitely means 
“for Babel” in this text, as discussed on pp. 213, 214 above. Tme, 
at Jeremiah 29:22 (LXX 36:22) the dative form babylóni is used in 
the loeal sense, “in Babel,” but it gets this sense only because of the 
preeeding Greek preposition en, “in”: 

And from them a maledietion will eertainly be taken on the part of 
the entire body of exiles ofJudah that is in Babylon ('tn babylòni) 

Furuli further refers to the rendering of the Latin Vulgate, in 
Babylon, which means, as he eorreetly explains, “in Babylon.” This 


105 Klas R. Veenhof, Gesehiehte des Alten Orients bis zur Zeit Alexanders des Grossen 

(Gottingen, 2001), pp. 275, 276. (Translated from German) 

106 Jaek Finegan, Handbook of Biblieal Ohronology (Peabody, Mass.: Hendriekson 
Publishers, 1998), p. 255. 
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translation most probably influenced the KJV of 1611, which in 
turn has influenced several other earlier translations. The point is 
that all translations derived from or influenced by the Vulgate, such 
as the KJV, are not independent sources. 

(D-5) Jeremiah 29:10: The Hebrew preposition le (lamed) 

The preposition l e is the most eommon preposition in the 
Hebrew Old Testament. Aeeording to a reeent count, it occurs 
20,725 times, 1352 of which are found in the book of Jeremiah. 107 
What does it mean at Jeremiah 29:10? Sinee the first edition of the 
present work was published in 1983, this question has been asked 
of dozens of qualified Hebraists around the world. I eontaeted 
some and so did some of my eorrespondents. Although some of 
the Hebraists explained that l e in a few expressions has a loeal sense 
(“in, at”), in most eases it does not, and they unanimously rejeet 
this meaning at Jeremiah 29:10. Some of them are quoted in 
ehapter 5 above, pp. 213, 214. 

Furuli disagrees with their view. He believes that because ì is 
used in a loeal sense in some expressions at a few plaees it is likely 
used in this sense also in Jeremiah 29:10. He argues: 

Can it really be used in the loeal sense “at”? It eertainly ean, and The 
Dietionaiy of Classical Hebrem lists about 30 examples of this meaning, one 
of which is Numbers 11:10, “eaeh man at (le) the entranee of his tent”. 

So, in eaeh ease when le is used, it is the context that must deeide its 
meaning. For example, in Jeremiah 51:2 the phrase lebàbel means “to 
Babylon”, because the preeeding verb is “to send”. But limshàlàtn [the 
letters li at the beginning of the word is a eontraetion of le+yod] in 
Jeremiah 3:17 in the clause, “all the nations will gather in Jernsaletn” has 
the loeal meaning “in Jemsalern”, and the same is true with the phrase 
líhítdà in Jeremiah 40:11 in the clause, “the king of Babylon had left a 
remnant in Judah”. (p. 86) 

Well and good, but do these examples allow ìbàhel at Jeremiah 
29:10 to be translated “in” or “at Babylon”? Is this really a likely 
translation? Is it even a possible one? This question was sent to 
Professor Ernst Jenni in Basel, Switzerland, who is undoubtedly 
the leading authority today on Hebrew prepositions. So far, he has 
written three volumes on three of the most eommon Hebrew 
prepositions, b e (beth), ke (kaph), and l e (lamed). In the volume on 


107 Ernst Jenni, Die hebráisehen Prepositionen. Band 3: Die Práposition Lamed 
(Stuttgart, ete.: Verlag Kohlhammer, 2000), p. 17. 
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ì (lamed) he devotes 350 pages to the examination of this 
preposition. 108 His answer of Oetober 1, 2003, quoted on page 214 
above, is worth repeating here: 

My treatment of this passage is found in the Lamed-book p. 109 
(heading 4363). The rendering in all modem eommentaries and 
translations is “for Babel” (Babel as world power, not eity or land); this 
is elear from the language as well as also from the context. 

By the “loeal meaning” a distinetion is to be made between where? 

(“in, at”) and where to? (loeal direetional “to, towards”). The basie 
meaning of / is “with referenee to”, and with a following loeal 
speeiíieation it ean be understood as loeal or loeal-direetional onlj in 
eertain adverbial expressions (e.g., Num. 11,10 [Glines DCH IV, 481 b] “at 
the entranee”, ef. lu>med pp. 256, 260, heading 8151). At Jer. 51,2 1 is a 
personal dative (”and send to Babel [as personified world power] 
winnowers, who will winnow it and empty its land” (Lamed pp. 84f., 
94)). On Jer. 3,17 “to Jemsalem” (loeal terminative), everything 
neeessary is in Lamed pp. 256, 270 and ZAH 1, 1988,107-111. 

On the translations: LXX has with babjlóni unambiguously a dative 
(”for Babylon”). Only Vulgata has, to be sure, in Babjlon, “in Babylon”, 
thus King James Version “at Babylon”, and so probably also the New 
World Translation. 

1 hope to have served you with these informations and remain with 
kind regards, 

E. Jenni. 

[Translated from the German. Emphasis added.] 

In view of this speeifie and authoritative information, Furuli’s 
arguments for a loeal meaning of l e at Jeremiah 29:10 ean be safely 
dismissed. 

(D-6) What aboiit the 70 years at Zeehariah 1:12 and 7:5? 

That the 70-year texts at Zeehariah 1:12 and 7:5 refer to a period 
different from the one in Jeremiah, Daniel, and 2 Chronicles is 
demonstrated in detail in ehapter 5 above, pp. 225-229. There is 
no need to repeat the argumentation here. Furuli’s attempt to 
equate the 70 years in Zeehariah with the 70 years of Jeremiah, 
Daniel, and the Chronicler evades the real problem. 

Aeeording to Zeehariah 1:12, Jemsalem and the eities of Judah 
had been denounced for “these seventy years.” If this denunciation 


108 Ernst Jenni, ibid. 
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ended when the Jews returned from the exile after the fall of 
Babylon, as Furuli holds, why does our text show that the eities still 
were being denounced in the seeond year of Darius, 520/519 
BCE? Furuli has no explanation for this, and he prefers not to 
eomment on the problem. 

The same holds true of Zeehariah 7:4,5. How ean the 70 years 
of fasting have ended in 537 BCE, as Furuli elaims, when our text 
elearly shows that these fasts were still being held in the fourth year 
of Darius, 518/517 BCE? Furuli again ignores the problem. He just 
refers to the faet that the Hebrew verbs for “denounce,” “fast,” 
and “mourn” are all in the Hebrew perfeet, stating that, “There is 
nothing in the verbs themselves which demands that the 70 years 
were still eontiniiing at speeeh time.” (p. 88) True, but they do not 
demand the opposite, either. The verb forms in the passage prove 
nothing. 

But the context does. It elearly shows that the eities were still 
being denounced “at speeeh time,” in 519 BCE, and that the fasts 
were still being held “at speeeh time,” in 517 BCE, about 70 years 
after the siege and destmetion of Jemsalem in 589-587 BCE. That 
is why this question was raised in 519 BCE: Why is Jehovah still 
angry at Jemsalem and the eities? (Zeehariah 1:7-12) And that is 
also why this question was raised in 517 BCE: Shall we eontimie to 
hold these fasts? (Zeehariah 7:1—12) Furuli’s interpretation (which 
eehoes the Watchtower Soeiety’s) implies that the denunciation of 
the eities and the keeping of the fasts had been going on for about 
90 — not 70 — years, direetiy eontradieting the statements in the 
book of Zeehariah. 

Siimmary 

In this review of Furuli’s book, we have seen a number of 
insurmountable difficulties that his Oslo Chronology ereates not 
only with respeet to the extra-Biblical historieal sources but also 
with the Bible itself. 

The amount of evidenee against Furuli’s revised ehronology 
provided by the cuneiform documents — in partieiilar the 
astronomieal tablets — is enormous. Furuli’s attempts to explain 
away this evidenee are of no avail. His idea that most, if not all, of 
the astronomieal data reeorded on the tablets might have been 
retrocalculated in a later period is demonstrably false. Furuli’s final, 
desperate theory that the Seleucid astronomers — and there were 
many — systematieally redated almost the whole astronomieal 
arehive inherited from earlier generations of seholars is divoreed 
from reality. 
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With respeet to the Biblieal passages on the 70 years, we have 
seen to what extremes Furuli has been foreed to go in his attempts 
to bring them in agreement with his theory. He has been unable to 
prove his repeated elaim that the 70-year passages in Daniel and 2 
Chronicles unambiguously state that Jemsalem was desolate for 70 
years. His linguistic interpretation of 2 Chronicles 36:21 is 
miseonstmed because he ignores the main clause in verse 20, which 
plainly makes the servitude end at the Persian conquest of Babylon 
in 539 BCE. Furuli’s linguistic rerenderings of the passages in 
Jeremiah are no better. To reeoneile Jeremiah 25:11 with his 
theory, he admits that he must diseard “the most natural 
translation” of the verse. And to bring Jeremiah 29:10 into 
agreement with his theory, he must rejeet the near-universal 
rendering “for Babylon” in favor of the unsupportable “in 
Babylon” or “at Babylon” — translations rejeeted by all eompetent 
modern Hebraists. 

Furuli’s approaeh, then, is not Biblieal as he elaims, but seetarìan. 
As a eonservative Jehovah’s Witness seholar, he is prepared to go 
to any length to foree the Biblieal passages and the historieal 
sources into agreement with the Watchtower Soeiety’s Gentile 
times ehronology — a ehronology that is the foundation 
eornerstone of the movement’s elaim to God-given authority. As I 
have amply documented in this review, this seetarian agenda forees 
Furuli to fabulate more wildly than Sheherazade; the legendary 
Persian queen and storyteller of One Thousand and One Nights. 



THE 20TH YEAR OF ARTAXERXES 
AND THE "SEVENTY WEEKS" OF DANIEL 

The questions about the ehronology of the reign of Artaxerxes I 
and its supposed relation to the 70 weeks of Daniel 9:24-27 would 
require a minor book to answer, and such a book is, in faet, what I 
have been planning to write for some years. I have been eolleeting 
material on the subject for many years, and in 1989 I even wrote a 
brief draft in Swedish. Other projeets, however, have occupied my 
spare time sinee then, and I don’t expect to be able to resume the 
work on the 70 weeks within the next few years. The following 
discussion is an examination of the arguments brought forth by the 
Watch Tower Bible & Traet Soeiety in support of the idea that 
Artaxerxes I aeeeeded to the throne in 475 BC, not in 465 BC as is 
held by modern historians. 

What follows is a brief summary of the Swedish paper on the 
ehronology of Artaxerxes’ reign. 

1. Was Xerxes a eoregent with his father Darius? 

It is true that the Watch Tower Soeiety attempts to solve the 
problems ereated by their prolongation of Artaxerxes’ length reign 
from 41 to 51 years (his aeeession being dated to 475 instead of 
465 BC) by abbreviating the reign of his predeeessor Xerxes (485- 
465 BC) from 21 to 11 years, arguing that the first 10 years of 
Xerxes’ rule was a co-rule with his father Darius. 

There is not the slightest evidenee in support of such a eoregeney. 
The Watch Tower Soeiety’s discussion on pages 614-616 of its 
Bible dietionary Insight on the Scriptures, volume 2 (1988), is a 
miserable distortion of the historieal evidenee. Thus, on page 615 
they elaim: 

There is solid evidenee for a eoregeney of Xerxes with his 
father Darius. The Greek historian Herodotus (VII, 3) says: 
"Darius judged his [Xerxes’] plea [for kingship] to be just and 
deelared him king. But to my thinking Xerxes would have been 
made king even without this adviee." This indieates that Xerxes 
was made king during the reign of his father Darius. 

If we look up Herodotus’ statement, however, we will diseover that 
he, in the very next few sentenees, direetiy eontradiets the Watch 
Tower Soeiety's elaim that there was a ten year long eoregeney of 
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Xerxes with Darius by stating that Darirn died oneyear ajter this 
appointment of Xerxes as his successor. Herodotus says: 

Xerxes, then, was publicly proelaimed as next in succession to 
the crown, and Darius was free to turn his attention to the 
war. Death, however, cut him off before his preparations 
were eomplete; he died in the vear following this ineident and 
the Egyptian rebellion, after a reign of thirtysix years, and so 
was robbed of his ehanee to punish either Egypt or the 
Athenians. After his death the crown passed to his son 
Xerxes. 

What we find, then, is that Darius appointed Xerxes his successor 
oneyear (not tenl) before his oivn death. Further, Herodotus does not say 
that Darius appointed Xerxes his eoregent, but his smeessor. (Note, for 
instanee, the wording of the passage quoted by the Watch Tower 
Soeiety in Aubrey de Sélincourt's translation in the Penguin Books). 
In the preeeding paragraphs, Herodotus explains that a eommon 
rule among Persian kings before they went out to war was to 
appoint their successors to the throne, in ease they themselves 
would be killed in the battles. This custom, he says, was also 
followed by Darius. 

The Watch Tower Soeiety, then, quotes Herodotus eompletely out 
of context, leaving out the subsequent sentenees that refute their 
elaim. ineredibly, they introduce this forgery by terming it "solid 
evidenee"! 

Other "solid evidenee" presented in their Bible dietionary in 
support of the eoregeney is of the same quality, for example the 
bas-reliefs found in Persepolis, which Herzfeld in 1932 felt 
indieated a eoregeney of Xerxes with Darius. (Insight 2, p. 615) This 
idea, however, is dismissed by modern seholars. The very faet that 
the crown prinee is pictured as standing behind the throne shows that 
he is not a king and a eoregent, but an appointed successor. 
Seeond, no names are found on the relief, and the conclusion that 
the man on the throne is Darius and the crown prinee is Xerxes is 
nothing but a guess. J. M. Cook, in his work on the history of 
Persia, argues that the crown prinee is Artobazanes, the oldest son 
of Darius. (Cook, The Persian Empire , New York 1983, p. 75) Other 
modern seholars, such as A. B. Tilia and von Gall, have argued that 
the king eannot be Darius but must be Xerxes, and that the crown 
prinee, therefore, is the son of Xerxes! (Cook, p. 242, ftn. 24) 
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E As "evidenee from Babylonian sources" for the elaimed 
eoregeney the Watch Tower Soeiety first refers to "a palaee for 
Xerxes" that was built in Babylon in 498-496 BC. But there is no 
evidenee to show that this palaee was built "for Xerxes". J. M. 
Cook refers to Herodotus’ statement that Xerxes was appointed 
successor to the throne as late as one year before Darius’ death in 
486 BC and adds: 

If Herodotus is eorreet in this, the residenee eonstmeted for 
the king’s son in Babylon in the early 490s must have been 
intended for Artobazanes. (Cook, pp. 74, 75) 

The palaee, then, proves nothing about a eoregeney of Xerxes with 
Darius. 

The final "evidenee" for the elaimed eoregeney eonsists of two elay 
tablets held to be dated in the aeeession year of Xerxes. Aeeording 
to the Watch Tower Soeiety both tablets are dated several months 
before the last tablets dated in Darius’ final regnal year. ( 'lnsight 2, p. 
615) This "overlapping" of the two reigns, it is argued, indieates a 
eoregeney. 

But either the Watch Tower Soeiety eoneeals the real faets about 
these two tablets, or they have done very poor researeh on the 
matter. The first tablet, designated "A. 124" by Thompson in his 
Catalogue from 1927, is not dated in the aeeession-year of Xerxes 
(486/485), as Thompson indieated. This was a eopying error by 
Thompson. The tablet is actually dated in the firstyear of Xerxes 
(485/484 BC). This was pointed out as far baek as in 1941 by 
George G. Cameron in The Amerkan Joumal of Semitie Languages and 
Literature , Vol. LVIII, p. 320, ftn. 33. Thus there was no 
"overlapping" of the two reigns. 

The seeond tablet, "VAT 4397", published as No. 634 by M. San 
Nieolo and A. Ungnad in their work from 1934, was dated by them 
to the fifth month ("Ab"). It should be noted, however, that the 
authors put a question mark after the month name. The sign of the 
month on the tablet is damaged and may be reeonstmeted in 
several ways. In the more reeent work by Parker and Dubberstein, 
Babylonian Chronology, published in 1956, where the same tablet is 
designated "VAS VI 177", the authors point out that the tablet "has 
the month sign damaged. It might be IX [9] but more probably is 
XII [12]." (Page 17) The original guess by Nieolo and Ungnad is 
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dropped altogether. As Darius died in the 7th month, a tablet 
dated to the 9th or 12th month in the aeeession-year of his 
successor is quite all right. There was no overlapping between the 
two reigns. 

2. The flight of Themistoeles 

Much has been made in the Watch Tower publications of 
Themistoeles’ flight to Persia. This argument is an old one, 
originating with the Jesuit theologian Denis Petau (Petavius) and 
arehbishop James Ussher in the seventeenth century. It was 
presented in great detail by E. W. Hengstenberg in his work 
ehristologie des Alten Testaments , published in Berlin in 1832. 
Aeeording to the Greek historians Thycudides and Charon of 
Lampsaais, 

Artaxerxes was the king that Themistoeles spoke with after his 
arrival in Persia. The Watch Tower Soeiety argues that 
Themistoeles died about 471/70 BC. Artaxerxes, therefore, must 
have began his rule before that date and not as late as in 465 BC. 
(Insight 2, p. 614) These arguments have a superficial strength, only 
because the Watch Tower Soeiety leaves out some very important 
information. In proof of their elaim that Themistoeles met 
Artaxerxes after his arrival in Persia, they quote Plutarch’s 
information that "Thucydides and Charon of Lampsacus relate that 
Xerxes was dead, and that it was his son Artaxerxes with whom 
Themistoeles had his interview". But they left out the seeond part 
of Plutarch's statement, which says: 

. . . but Ephoms and Dinon and Clitarchus and Heraeleides and 

yet more besides have it that it was Xerxes to whom he eame. 

With the ehronologieal data Thucydides seems to me more in 

aeeord, although these are by no means securely established. 

The Watch Tower Soeiety, then, eoneeals that Plutarch goes on to 
say that a number of aneient historians had written about this 
event, and that most of them stated that Xerxes, not Artaxerxes, 
was on the throne when Themistoeles eame to Persia. Although 
Plutarch (e 46-120 A.D.) felt that Thucydides was more reliable, he 
stresses that the ehronologieal data were by no means securely 
established. One faet that usually seems to be ignored is that 
Thucydides wrote his story about Themistoeles’ flight some time 
after 406 BC, or about two generations after the event. He 



386 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


eontradiets himself several times in this narrative, which shows 
that his information on the subject eannot be tmsted. (On this, see 
the Cambridge Aneient History, V, 1992, p. 14.) 

But even if Themistoeles really may have met Artaxerxes, there is 
nothing to show that this occurred in the 470’s. There is no 
evidenee whatsoever in support of the elaim that Themistoeles died 
in 471/70 BC. None of the sources referred to by the Soeiety says 
so, and some of them, inehiding Vhitareh, elearly show that he died 
much later, in about 459 BC. ( Phttareh's Lives, XXXI:2-5) A 
eonsiderable time passed after the attempt to defame Themistoeles 
in Athens in the arehonship of Praxiergus (471/70 BC) until his 
interview with Artaxerxes (or Xerxes). It took several attempts 
before the enemies of Themistoeles succeeded and foreed him to 
flee, first from Athens and finally from Greeee. Cambridge Aneient 
History (Vol. 5, pp. 62ff.) dates this flight to 569 BC. He first fled to 
some friends in Asia Minor, where he stayed for some time. The 
Soeiety quotes Diodoms Siculus in support of the 471/70 date for 
the beginning of the defamation of Themistoeles, but avoids to 
mention Diodoms’ statement that, on Themistoeles’ arrival in Asia 
Minor, Xerxes was still on the throne in Persia! ( 'Diodonis Siculus , 
XI:54—59) This, of course, eonfliets with Thucydides’ statement 
that Themistoeles’ letter from Asia Minor was sent to Artaxerxes. 

After some time, evidently after some years, in Asia Minor, 
Themistoeles finally went to Persia. There he first spent one year 
studying the language before his meeting with the king. This 
meeting may have occured toward the end of 465 BC or early in 
464 BC. As historian A. T. Olmstead argues, Xerxes may very well 
have been on the throne when Themistoeles arrived in Persia, but 
may have died shortly afterwards, so that Themistoeles, after his 
year of learning the language, met Artaxerxes. In this way the 
eonflieting statements by the aneient historians may at least 
partially be harmonized. 

After his meeting with the Persian king, Themistoeles settled in the 
eity of Magnesia, where he lived on for some years before he died. 
( Plntareh's Lives, XXXI:2-5) It is eompletely impossible, therefore, 
to date his death to 471/70 BC, as done by the Watch Tower 
Soeiety. 

3. The two tablets dated to years ”50” and ”51” of 
Artaxerxes 
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In support of the elaim that Artaxerxes ruled for 51 years instead 
of 41, the Watch Tower Soeiety refers to two tablets dated to his 
”50 th ” year and ”51 st ” year, respeetively. The first tablet, listed as 
BM 65494 in E. Leiehty and A.K. Grayson, Catalogue of the 
Babjlonian Tablets in the British Museum, Vol. VII (London, 1987), is 
stiii unpublished. The seeond tablet, CBM 12803 (= BE 8/1, 127), 
on the other hand, was published in 1908 by Albert T. Clay in The 
Babjlonian Expedition of the Eniversity of Tennsylvania, Series A: 
Cuneiform Texts, Vol. VIII, text 127. All authorities on Aehaemenid 
history agree that both of these cuneiform tablets eontain seribal 
errors. 

As the Watch Tower Soeiety points out, the tablet published by 
Albert Clay is double-dated. The date on the tablet is given as, 
”51st year, aeeession year, 12th month, day 20, Darius, king of 
lands.” (Insight, p. 616) This text, then, seems to equate the 51 st 
year (evidently of Artaxerxes I; the name is not given in the text) 
with the aeeession-year of his successor Darius 11. 

But onee again, the Watch Tower Soeiety does not tell the whole 
truth. The reason is, that the whole truth ehanges the picture 
eompletely. Many dated tablets are extant from the end of 
Artaxerxes’ reign, thanks to the diseovery of a cuneiform arehive 
from the Murashu firm. In Istanbul Murashu Texts (Istanbiil, 1997), 
V. Donbaz and M. W. Stolper explain that the Murashu arehive is 
”the largest available documentary source for Aehaemenid 
Babylonia in the years between Xerxes and Alexander.” (Page 4) 
Nearly all of the tablets are dated to the reigns of Artaxerxes I and 
his successor Darius II. The mimber culminates in the last two 
years of the reign of Artaxerxes and the first seven years of the 
reign of Darius II, as shown by the graph below, published by 
Donbaz and Stolper on page 6 of the work quoted above. The 
arehive includes over 60 texts from the 41 st year of Artaxerxes and 
the aeeession year of Darius II, and culminates with about 120 
texts dated to the lst year of Darius II! 
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All Murashu texts with preserved years; rmmbers of texts by year. 

As shown by the aneient Greek historians, the months following 
upon the death of Artaxerxes was a ehaotie period. His son and 
successor Xerxes II was murdered by his brother Sogdianus after 
only a few weeks of reign. The usurper Sogdianus then held the 
throne for about seven months, after which he was killed by Darius 
II in February, 423 BC. But as Sogdianus was never acknowledged 
as the legitimate king, the seribes continued to date their texts to 
the reign of Artaxerxes for some months after his death. It is even 
possible that Artaxerxes died toward the end of his 40 th year, as 
some seholars argue, so that the seribes had to extend his reign 
artifieially to include a 41 st year. This is still a question debated 
among seholars. 

Not until Darius II aseended to the throne in the llth Babylonian 
month (eorresponding to parts of Febmary and Mareh, 423 BCE) 
did the seribes begin to date the texts to his reign also. But to avoid 
any confusion, the seribes usually double-dated the texts, 
mentioning both the 41 st year [of Artaxerxes] and the aeeession- 
year of Darius II. They did this, because it was important for them 
to keep an exact ehronologieal count of the reigns, as this was their 
ealendar and the ”era” by which they dated various events, such as 
politieal events, astronomieal observations, and eeonomie 
transaetions. 

A number of such double-dated tablets have been diseovered. F. X. 
Kugler, on page 396 of his Stemkimde und Stemdienst in Babel, II. 
Buch, II. Teil, Heft 2 (Munster 1924), presented the ehronologieal 
information on four of these tablets. Other tablets of this kind 
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have been found sinee. Ten such double-dated tablets are now 
known, of which all except one equate ”year 41”, evidently of 
Artaxerxes I, with the ”accession-year of Darius.” The exception is 
CBM 12803, the text that has year ”51” instead of ”41”. And all 
except one (BM 33342) of these ten texts belong to the Murashu 
arehive. The nine texts double-dated to ”year 41, aeeession-year of 
Darius” are: 

BM 54557: (= Zawadzki JEOL 34:45f.) Text from Sippar [?]. 

Although dated only to the aeeession-year of Darius II (month IX [?], 
day 29), the body of the text refers to a span of time “from month V 
year 41 of Ar(takshatsu ... ) to the end of month XII, year 41, 
aeeession of Darius.” (Information on this text was reeeived from 
Prof. Matthew W. Stolper, the leading expert on the Murashu arehive, 
in a letter dated January 29, 1999). 

Bertin 2889: Text from Babylon dated to ”day 26, month XI, year 
41, aeeession-year of Darius.” The text is not published, but 
information on the date was reeeived by Jean-Frédérie Brnnet from 
Dr. Franeis Joannès on July 3 rd , 2003. (Mail Bmnet-Jonsson, 
Deeember 22, 2003) 

BM 33342: Text from Babylon dated to “month Shabatu [month 
XI]; day 29; year 41, aeeession-year, Darius, King of Lands.” 
(Matthew W. Stolper in AMI, Vol. 16, 1983, pp. 231-236) This text 
does not belong to the Murashu arehive. 

BE 10 no. 4: (= TuM 2/3, 216) Text from Nippur dated to day 14, 

month XII, year 41, aeeession-year of Darius II, king of the lands. 

BE 10 no. 5: Text from Nippur dated to day 17, month XII, 
aeeession-year of Darius, king of the lands. The first line says “until 
the end of Adar (month XII) of year 41, aeeession-year of Darius, 
king of the lands.” 

BE 10 no. 6: Text from Nippur dated to the aeeession-year of 
Darius. Month and day are illegible, but lines 2f. mention the whole 
year “from the first month of year 41 to the end of month XII of the 
aeeession-year of Darius.” 

PBS 2/1 no. 1: Text from Nippur dated to day 22, month XII, year 
41, aeeession-year of Darius II. 

BE 10 no. 7: (= TuM 2/3, 181) Text from Nippur dated to month 

I, day 2, year 1, of Darius II. Line 6 mentions reeeipt for produce for, 

“year 41, aeeession-year of Darius.” 

PBS 2/1 no. 3: Text from Nippur dated to month I, day 5, year 1, 
of Darius II. Lines 2—3 refers to taxes for the period “up to the end 
of month XII, year (4)1, (ac)cession year of Darius.” Line 13 says: 

“until the end of Adar [month XII], year 41.” 
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Explanation of abbreviations used in the list: 


AMI: 

Arehaologisehe Mitteilungen aus Iran. 

BE: 

The Babylonian Expedition of the LJniversity of Pennsylvania, Series A: Cuneiform Texts, 
ed. by H. V. Hilpreeht (Philadelphia, 1893-1914). Vols. 1-6 edited by Albert T. Clay in 1904. 

Bertin: 

G. Bertin, Corpus ofBabjlonian Terra-Cotta Tablets. Vrìnrípallj Contracts , Vols. I- 
VI (London, 1883). Unpublished. 

BM: 

British Museum. 

JEOL: 

jaarberieht van het Vooraziatiseh-Egyptiseh Genootsehap “Ex Oriente Lux”. 

PBS: 

Pennsylvania. University. University Museum. Publications of the Babylonian Seetion 
(Philadelphia, 1911 - ). The first two volumes were edited by Albert T. Clay. 

TuM: 

Texte und Materialien der Frau Professor Hilpreeht Collection of Babylonian 

Antiquities im Eigentum der Universitàt Jena (Leipzig). 
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All these nine texts agree in showing that Darius II aeeeded to the 
throne in the 41 st year of his predeeessor. The tabiets eiearly show 
that Artaxerxes I eannot have rnled for more than 41 years. As 
stated above, the text published by Albert Clay in 1908, the only 
one quoted by the Watch Tower Soeiety, belongs to the same 
eategory of doubled-dated texts as those quoted above, the only 
differenee being that it gives the predeeessor of Darius a reign of 
51 years instead of 41. It is quite elear that the number ”51” on that 
tablet eontains a seribal error. This is the only reasonable 
conclusion to draw, as the only alternative is to elaim that the 
figure ”41” on all the other nine tablets listed above are errors. 

It is difficult to believe that the Watch Tower Soeiety’s writers were 
eompletely ignorant of the existence of several double-dated tablets 
from the aeeession-year of Darius. To quote only the two tablets 
with seribal errors (years ”50” and ”51”) and keep silent about all 
the double-dated texts that equate Darius’ aeeession-year with year 
”41” of his predeeessor is far from honest. 

Albert T. Clay, who published the tablet with the erroneous figure 
”51” on it, was well aware that it was a seribal error. To the right of 
the erroneous figure in his published eopy of the text he pointed 
out that ”51” was a ”mistake for 41”: 
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Tablet ”CBM 12803”, published by Albert T. Clay as 
No. 127 in The Babylonian Expedition of the 
University of Pennsylvania, Series A: Cuneiform 
Texts, Vol. VIII (Philadelphia, 1908), Pl. 57. 
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Such an error was easy to make, as the differenee between ”41” 
and ”51” in cuneiform is just a small wedge—one touch with the 
stylus. Such errors are not unusual. The text with the figure ”50” 
instead of ”40” is just another example of the same kind of error. 
Professor Matthew W. Stolper explains: 

Yes, it is quite an easy error. As you may know, the sign that 
indieates ”year” before the numeral ends with four elosely spaeed 
angle-wedges. The digit ”40” in ”41” is represented by four more 
elosely spaeed angle-wedges, in slightly different configuration. It 
would take a simple slip of the stylus to add the extra wedge. - 
Letter Stolper-Jonsson, January 29, 1999. 

Artaxerxes’ reign astronomieally fíxed 

The deeisive evidenee for the length of Artaxerxes’ rule is the 
astronomieal information found on a number of tablets dated to 
his reign. One such text is the astronomieal "diary" "VAT 5047", 
elearly dated to the l lth year of Artaxerxes. Although the text is 
damaged, it preserves information about two lunar positions 
relative to planets and the positions of Mercury, Jupiter, Venus and 
Saturn. This information suffices to identify the date of the text as 
454 B.C. As this was the llth year of Artaxerxes, the preeeding 
year, 455 BC, eannot have been his 20th year as the Watch Tower 
Soeiety elaims, but his lOth year. His 20th year, then,must have 
been 445/44 BC. (See Sachs/Hunger, Astronomkal Diaries and 
Kelated Texts from Babjlonia , Vol. 1, Wien 1988, pp. 56-59.) 

There are also some tablets dated to the 21 st and last year of 
Xerxes. One of them, BM 32234, which is dated to day 14 or 18 of 
the 5th month of Xerxes’ 21 st year, belongs to the group of 
astronomieal texts ealled "18-year texts" or "Saros texts". The 
astronomieal information preserved on this tablet fixes it to the 
year 465 BC. The text includes the following interesting 
information: "Month V 14 (+x) Xerxes was mnrdered bj his son." This 
text alone not only shows that Xerxes ruled for 21 year, but also 
that his last year was 465 BC, not 475 as the Soeiety holds! 

There are several "Saros texts" of this t\'pc eovering the reigns of 
Xerxes and Artaxerxes. The many detailed and dated deseriptions 
of lunar eelipses from different years of their reigns establish the 
ehronology of this period as an absolute ehronology. 
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Two other astronomieal tablets from the reigns of Xerxes and 
Artaxerxes, BM 45674 and BM 32299, eontain dated observations 
of the planet Venus. Again, these observations establish the 
ehronology of this period as an absolute ehronology. 

Thus we have numerous astronomieal observations dated to 
different parts of the reigns of Xerxes and Axtaxerxes preserved on 
cuneiform tablets. In many eases, only one or two of these 
observations would suffice to establish the beginning and end of 
their reigns. The total number of astronomieal observations dated 
to their reigns, however, are about 40 or more. lt is impossible, 
therefore, to ehange their reigns even one jear! The Soeiety’s dating of 
Artaxerxes’ 20th year to 455 BC is demonstrably wrong. This, of 
course, also proves that their interpretation of the 70 weeks of 
Daniel is wrong. 

The seventy weeks of Daniel 

A nrnnber of applieations of the 70 weeks of Daniel have appeared 
throughout the centuries. Some of them, including that of the 
Watch Tower Soeiety, have to be disearded at onee, as they ean be 
shown to be in direet eonfliet with historieahy estabhshed dates. 
They have nothing to do with reality. 

If Artaxerxes’ 20th year was 445/44 instead of 455, it is stih 
possible to start from that year, provided that we use a "prophetieal 
year" of 360 days instead of the solar year of 365,2422 days. This 
was demonstrated by Sir Robert Anderson in his book The Coming 
Prinee (first pubhshed in 1895). His appheation has reeently been 
improved upon by H. W. Hoehner in his book Chronological Aspeets 
of the Tfe of Christ (1977), pages 135ff. These authors show that the 
476 years from Artaxerxes’ 20th year, 445/44 BC, to the death of 
ehrist ( if set at 33 A.D.) eorrespond to 483 years of 360 days. 
(476x365,2422 is 173.855 days, and if this number is divided by 360 
we get 483 years.) This is just one example of an appheation that at 
least has the advantage of a historieahy estabhshed date at its start. 

There is, of course, much more that ean and should be said about 
this subject. On the preeeding pages I have just tried to summarize 
a few of the more important observations. Now and then members 
of Jehovah’s Witnesses and others have written to me about this 
problem, and maybe this summary ean be of some benefit to 
others, too, who are asking about the matter. In the future I hope 
to find time for writing a more detahed discussion on the subject. 



PROFESSOR ROBERT R. NEWTON, “PTOLEMY’S 
CANON,” AND “THE CRIME OF CLAUDIUS PTOLEMY” 

The following material is adapted from the discussion on pages 44- 
48 of the first and seeond editions of my book, The Gentile Times 
Reeonsidered (published in 1983 and 1986), with some updates and 
additions. 

PROFESSOR ROBERT R. NEWTON (who died in 1991) was a 
noted physieist who has published a series of outstanding works on 
the secular aeeelerations of the moon and the earth. He examined 
in detail hundreds of astronomieal observations dating all the way 
from the present baek to about 700 BC, in order to determine the 
rate of the slowly ehanging of the length of the day during this 
period. The best information on his researeh in this area is found in 
his book, The Moon’s Aeeeleration and Its Physieal Origins, vol. 1, 
published in 1979. His results have more reeently been fiirther 
refined by other seholars, in particular by F. Riehard Stephenson. 
(Historieal Eelipses and Earth’s Rotation, Cambridge: Cambridge 
LJniversity Press, 1997) 

Accusations against Claudius Ptolemy not new 

The elaim that Claudius Ptolemy ”deliberately fabrieated” many of 
his observations is not new. Astronomers have questioned 
Ptolemy’s observations for eentmies. As early as 1008 AD ibn 
Yunis concluded that they eontained serious errors, and by about 
1800 astronomers had reeognized that almost all of Ptolemy’s 
observations were in error. In 1817, Delambre asked: ”Did 
Ptolemy do any observing? Are not the observations that he elaims 
to have made merely computations from his tables, and examples 
to help in explaining his theories?” — J.B.J. Delambre, Histoire de 
l’Astronomie Anàenne, Paris 1817, Vol. II, p. XXV; as quoted by 
Robert R. Newton in The Moon’s Aeeeleration and Its Phjsieal Origins 
[MAPO], Vol. I, (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1979), p. 43. 

Two years later (in 1819) Delambre also concluded that Ptolemy 
fabrieated some of his solar observations and demonstrated how 
the fabrieation was made. (Newton, MAPO I, p. 44) More reeently, 
other astronomers have re-examined Ptolemy’s observations and 
arrived at similar results. One of them is Professor Robert R. 
Newton. In his book, The Crime of Claudius Ptolemy (Baltimore and 
London: The Johns Hopkins LJniversity Press, 1977), Newton 
elaims that Ptolemy fudged, not only a large body of the 
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observations he says he had made himself, but also a number of 
the observations Ptolemy attributes to other astronomers, including 
some he quotes from Babylonian sources. These include the three 
oldest observations reeorded in Ptolemy’s Almagest dating from the 
first and seeond years of the Babylonian king Merodaeh-baladan 
(ealled Mardokempados in Almagest ), eorresponding to 721 and 720 
BC. 

Seholars disagreeing with R.R. Newton 

In the ensuing debate a number of seholars have repudiated 
Newton’s conclusions. They have argued that Newton’s arguments 
”are marred by all manner of distortions” (Bernard R. Goldstein of 
the University of Pittsburgh in Sàenee , Febmary 24, 1978, p. 872), 
and that his ease eollapses because ”it is based on faulty statistieal 
analysis and a disregard for the methods of early astronomy” 
(seholars Noel M. Swerdlow of the LJniversity of Chicago, Vietor 
E. Thoren of Indiana LJniversity, and Owen J. Gingerieh of 
Harvard LJniversity, in Sàentifie Amerìean , Mareh 1979, p. 93, 
Ameriean edition). Similar eomments are made by Noel M. 
Swerdlow, ”Ptolemy on Trial, ” in The Amerìean Seholar, Autumn 
1979, pp. 523-531, and by Julia Neuffer, ”'Ptolemy’s Canon' 
Debunked?” in Andrem IJniversity Seminary Studies, Vol. XVII, No. 1, 
1979, pp. 39-46. An artiele by Owen J. Gingerieh with a rebuttal by 
R.R. Newton is found in the Ouarterly ]oumal of the Kojal Astronomieal 
Sorìety, Vol. 21, 1980, pp. 253-266, 388-399, with a final response 
by Gingerieh in Vol. 22, 1981, pp. 40-44. 

Seholarly support for R.R. Newton 

Most of these erities, though, are historians without partieiilar 
expertise in the field of Greek astronomy. Some reviews written by 
well-informed astronomers have been favorable to Newton’s 
conclusions. One historian who is also well acquainted with Greek 
astronomy, K.P. Moesgaard, agrees that Ptolemy fabrieated his 
astronomieal data, though he feels it was done for some honest 
reason. (K.P. Moesgaard, ”Ptolemy’s Failings,” ]oumalfor the History 
of Astronomy, Vol. XI, 1980, pp. 133-135) Rolf Brahde, too, wrote a 
favorable review of Newton’s book in Astronomisk Tidskrìft, 1979, 
No. 1, pp. 42,43. 

B.L. van der Waerden, Professor of Mathematies and an expert 
on Greek astronomy, discusses Newton’s elaims in his book, Die 
Astronomie der Grìeehen (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche 

Buchgesellschaft, 1988). Although he would not go as far as 
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Newton in his attaek on Ptolemy, he agrees that Ptolemy falsified 
his observations, stating: ”That Ptolemy systematieally and 
intentionally has falsified his observations in order to bring his 
observational results in agreement with his theory have been 
eonvineingly demonstrated by Delambre and Newton.” (p. 253) 

Reeent eritieism of R.R. Newton 

G.J. Toomer, the well-known translator of Vtolemy’s Ahnagest 
(London: Gerald Duckworth & Co., 1984), discusses Newton’s 
elaim in an artiele published in 1988 (”Hipparchus and Babylonian 
Astronomy,” in A Sàentifie Humanist. Stndies in Memory of Abraham 
Saehs, eds. E. Leiehty, M. DeJ. Ellis, & P. Gerardi, Philadelphia, 
1988, pp. 353-362), in which he eonvineingly argues that all the 
observations from earlier periods reeorded by Ptolemy were taken 
over from the Greek mathematieian Hipparchus (2 nd century BC). 

In 1990, Dr. Gerd Grasshoff included a lengthy seetion on the 
accusations against Claudius Ptolemy in his work, The History of 
Ptolemy’s Star Catalogue (London, Paris, Tokyo, Hong Kong: 
Springer-Verlag, 1990, pp. 79-91). He concludes that Newton’s 
arguments against Ptolemy are ”superficial” and ”unjustified”. 

More reeently, Osear Sheynin has discussed Newton’s 
accusations at some length, arguing that the reason why Ptolemy’s 
observations so well agree with his theory is, not that he fabrieated 
them, but that he seleeted the observations that best fitted his theory. 
Although such seleetivity is not allowed in seienee today, it was 
quite eommon in aneient times. For this reason Sheynin states that 
Ptolemy eannot be regarded a fraud. - O. Sheynin, ”The Treatment 
of Observations in Early Astronomy,” in C. Tmesdell (ed.), Arehive 
forHistory ofExactSciences, Vol. 46:2, 1993, pp. 153-192. 

In summary, there seems to be at least some evidenee in 
support of the elaims that Claudius Ptolemy was ”fraudulent” in 
the way he handled his observations, either by ”trimming” the 
values or by seleeting those who best fitted his theory. However, 
few seholars would go as far as R. R. Newton, who dismisses 
Ptolemy altogether as a fraud. As Dr. James Evans notes, ”very few 
historians of astronomy have aeeepted Newton’s conclusions in 
their entirety.” - Joumalfor the Histoy of Astronomy, Vol. 24, Parts V 2 , 
February/May, 1993, pp. 145-146. 

R.R. Newton and ”Ptolemy’s Canon” 

In a review of Newton’s book, The Crime of Claudius Ptolemy, 
published in Seientifie Ameriean of Oetober 1977, pp. 79-81, it was 
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stated that ”Ptolemy’s forgery may have extended to inventing the 
length of reigns of Babylonian kings.” This was a referenee to the 
so-ealled ”Ptolemy’s Canon”, which Newton at that time 
erroneously believed had been eomposed by Claudius Ptolemy 
himself and thus may have been affeeted by his ”forgery”. The 
statement was quickly pieked up and published in The Watchtomr 
magazine (Deeember 15, 1977, p. 747). On page 375 of his The 
Crime of Claudius Vtolemy , Newton also wrote: ”It follows that 
Ptolemy’s king list is useless in the study of ehronology, and that it 
must be ignored. What is worse, much Babylonian ehronology is 
based upon Ptolemy’s king list. All relevant ehronology must now 
be reviewed and all dependenee upon Ptolemy’s list must be 
removed.” 

Newton was unaware of the faet that ’Ttolemy’s Canon” was 
not eomposed by Claudius Ptolemy. He was not an historian and 
he was not an expert on Babylonian ehronology. He also admits in 
his work that he has not studied sources other than Ptolemy for the 
years prior to Nebuchadnezzar. (The Crime of Claudius Ptolemy, p. 
375) He explains that his thoughts on the relations between 
ehronology and the work of Claudius Ptolemy were influenced by a 
Mr. Philip G. Couture of Santee, California. In the Prefaee of his 
book he states: ”1 thank Mr. Philip G. Couture of Santee, 
California for eorrespondenee which led me to understand some of 
the relations between ehronology and the work of Ptolemy.” (The 
Crime of Claudius Ptolemy, p. XIV) The same Mr. Couture also 
induced Dr. Newton to rejeet the Assyrian eponym eanon in his 
work, The Moon’s Aeeeleration and Its Physkal Origins. (See Vol. 1, 
1979, p. 189) 

What Newton probably did not know was that Mr. Couture ivas 
and still is one of Jehovah’s Witnesses, and that some of the 
ehronologieal arguments he passed on to Newton were taken from 
the Watch Tower Soeiety’s Bible dietionary, Aid to Bible 
IJnderstanding. These arguments were not only aimed at supporting 
the ehronology of the Watch Tower Soeiety, but they are also 
demonstrably untenable! 

Corresponden.ce with R. R. Newton 

In 1978, the year after The Crime of Claudius Ptolemy had been 
published, I had some eorrespondenee with Professor Newton. In 
a letter dated June 27, 1978, I sent him a shorter study I had 
prepared in which the so-ealled ’Ttolemy’s Canon” was eompared 
with earlier cuneiform sources. This study briefly demostrated that 
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all the reigns of the Babylonian kings given in the Canon, from 
Nabonassar (747-734 BC) to Nabonidus (555-539 BC), were in 
eomplete agreement with these older sources. (This study was later 
expanded and published in a British journal for interdiseiplinarty 
studies, the British fomm for the discussion of the eatastrophe 
theories of Immanuel Velikovsky and others: Chronology <& 
Catastrophism Revieiv, Vol. IX, 1987, pp. 14-23.) I asked Professor 
Newton: ”How is it possible that Ptolemy’s astronomieal data are 
wrong, and yet the king list, to which they are attaehed, is eorreet?” 

In his answer, dated August 11, 1978, Newton said: ”1 am not 
ready to be eonvineed that Ptolemy’s king list is accurate before 
Nabopolassar [= before 625 BC], although I have high eonfidenee 
that it is rather accurate for Nabopolassar and later kings.” He also 
pointed out: ”The basie point is that Ptolemy ealeiilated the 
circumstances of the eelipses in the Syntaxis from his theories, and 
he then pretended that his calculated values were values that had 
been observed in Babylon. His theories are aeearate enough to give the 
eorreet day of an eelipse, but he missed the hour and the magnitudeP 

Thus Ptolemy’s ”adjustments” of the eelipse observations were 
too small to affeet the year, the month, and the day of an eelipse. 
Only the hour and the magnitude were affeeted. Ptolemy’s 
supposed ”adjustments” of the reeords of the aneient Babylonian 
eelipses, then, didn’t ehange the BCE dates that had been 
established for these observations. They did not ehange the ehronology! 
Further, Professor Newton was eonvineed that the king list was 
accurate from Nabopolassar and onwards. In other words, he was 
eonvineed that the ivhole Neo-Babylonian ehronology from Nabopolassar 
through Nabonidm (625—539 BC) was accuratel Why? 

The reason was that Newton had made a very thorough study 
of some of the aneient Babylonian astronomieal reeords that were 
independent of ”Ptolemy’s Canon”, including the two astronomieal 
cuneiform texts designated VAT 4956 and Strm. Kambys. 400. 
From his examination of these two reeords, he had established that 
the first text referred to the year 568/67 BC and the seeond one to 
523 BC. He concluded: ”Thus we have quite strong eonfirmation 
that Ptolemy’s list is eorreet for Nebuchadrezzar, and reasonable 
eonfirmation for Kambyses.” ( The Crime of Claudius Ptolemy, 1977, p. 
375) These findings were further emphasized in his next work, The 
Moon’s Aeeeleration and Its Physieal Origins, vol. 1, published in 1979, 
where he concludes on page 49: ”Nebuchadrezzar’s first year 
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therefore began in -603 [— 604 BC], and this agrees with Ptolemy’s 
list.” 

Therefore, to quote some statements by R. R. Newton in an 
attempt to undermine the ehronology established for the Neo- 
Babylonian era would be to quote him out of context. It would be 
to misrepresent his views and eoneeal his conclusions. It would be 
fraudulent. Yet, this has been repeatedly done by the Watch Tower 
Soeiety and some defenders of its ehronology. But Newton’s 
findings refute their ehronology and prove it to be false. 

Siimmary 

Whether Ptolemy falsified his observations, perhaps also some of 
those of earlier astronomers, is irrelevant for the study of the Neo- 
Babjlonian ehronolog)!. Today, this ehronology is not based upon the 
observations reeorded by Ptolemy in his Almagest. 

Further, the elaim that Ptolemy may have ”invented” the lengths 
of reign in ”Ptolemy’s Canon” is based upon the erroneous view 
that this king list was eomposed by Claudius Ptolemy. As is 
demonstrated on pages 94—96 of the third edition of The Gentile 
Times Keeonsidered (and also briefly in the seeond edition), the 
designation ”Ptolemy’s Canon” is ”a misnomed ’ (Otto Neugebauer), 
as this king list aeeording to Eduard Meyer, Franz X. Kugler and 
others had been in use among Alexandrian astronomers for 
centuries before the time of Claudius Ptolemy, and had been 
inherited and brought up-to-date from one generation of seholars 
to next. 

Finally, the elaim that this king list today is the basis of or prineipal 
source forthe Neo-Babylonian ehronology, is false. Those who make 
such a elaim are either ignorant or dishonest. The plain truth is that 
the king list is not needed today for fixing the ehronology of this 
era, although its figures for the reigns of the Neo-Babylonian kings 
are upheld by at least 14 lines of independent evidenee based on 
ameiform documents, as is demonstrated in The Gentile Times 
Keeonsided. 

Addition in 2003: 

Modern seholars who have examined the so-ealled Ptolemy’s 
Canon (more eorreedy ealled the ”Royal Canon”) in detail agree 
that the kinglist has proved to be reliable from beginning to end. 
This is emphasized, for example, by Dr Leo Depuydt in his artiele, 
”More Valuable than all Gold: Ptolemy’s Royal Canon and 
Babylonian Chronology,” published in ]oumal of Cuneiform Studies, 
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Vol. 47, 1995, pp. 97-117. Quite reeently, Leo Depuydt has written 
another artiele in which he discusses the reliability of Ptolemy’s 
Canon, "The Shifting Foundation of Aneient Chronology," soon to 
be published in Aets of European Assoeiation of Arehaeologists, Meeting 
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A REVIEW OF: 

ROLF FURULI: PERSIAN CHRONOLOGY AND 
THE LENGTH OF THE BAB YLONIAN EXILE OF 
THE JEWS 

(OSLO: ROLF FURULI A/S, 2003) 


Persian Chronology and the Length of the Pabylonian Exile of the Jem is the first of 
two voliimes in which Rolf Furuli attempts to revise the traditional ehronology 
for the Neo-Babylonian and Persian periods. Furuli states that the reason for 
this venture is that this ehronology is in eoníliet with the Bible. He insists that 
the Bible “unambiguously,” “explicitly,” and “definitely” shows that Jemsalem 
and the land of Judah were desolate for 70 years, until the Jewish exiles in 
Babylon returned to Judah as a result of the deeree Cyrus issued in his first 
regnal year, 538/37 BCE (pp. 17, 89, 91). This implies that the desolation of 
Jemsalem in Nebuchadnezzar’s 18th regnal year took plaee 70 years earlier, in 
607 BCE, eontrary to modern historieal researeh, which has fixed the 18th year 
of Nebuchadnezzar in 587/86 BCE, a date that also agrees with the ehronology 
of the aneient kinglist known as “Ptolemy’s Canon.” Furuli does not explicidy 
mention the 607 BCE date in this volume, perhaps because a more detailed 
discussion of the Neo-Babylonian ehronology is reserved for his not-yet- 
published seeond vohime. 

Most ehapters in this first volume, therefore, eontain a eritieal examination 
of the reigns of the Persian kings from Cyrus to Darius II. The prineipal elaim 
of this discussion is that the first year of Artaxerxes I should be moved 10 years 
backward, from 464 to 474 BCE. Furuli does not mention that this is an old 
idea that ean be traeed baek to the noted Jesuit theologian Denis Petau, better 
known as Dionysius Petavius, who first presented it in a work published in 
1627. Petavius’ revision had a theologieal basis, because, if the “seventy weeks 
[of years],” or 490 years, of Daniel 9:24-27 are to be counted from the 20th 
regnal year of Artaxerxes (Neh. 2:1 ff.) to 36 CE (his date for the end of the 
period), Artaxerxes’ 20th year must be moved from 445 baek to 455 BCE. 
Furuli says nothing about this underlying motive for his proposed revision. 

Introduction: 

The hidden agenda 

Furuli published this book at his own expense. Who is he? On the baek 
eover of the book he presents himself this way: 

Rolf Furuli is a lecturer in Semitie languages at the University of Oslo. He is 
working on a doetoral thesis which suggests a new understanding of the verbal 
system of Classical Hebrew. He has for many years worked with translation 
theory, and has published two books on Bible translation; he also has 
experience as a translator. The present volume is a result of his study of the 
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ehronology of the Aneient world for more than two deeades. 

What Furuli does not mention is that he is a Jehovah’s Witness, and that for 
a long time he has produced apologetie texts defending Watchtower exegesis 
against eritieism. His two books on Bible translation are nothing more than 
defenses of the Witnesses’ New World Translatìon of the Bible. He fraudulently 
fails to mention that for deeades he has tried to defend Watchtower ehronology 
and that his revised ehronology is essentially a defense of the Watchtower 
Soeiety’s traditional ehronology. He deseribes his ehronology as “a new 
ehronology,” which he ealls “the Oslo Chronology,” (p. 14) when in faet the 
607 BCE date for the destmetion of Jemsalem is the ehronologieal foundation 
for the elaims and apoealyptie messages of the Watchtower organization, and 
the 455 BCE date for the 20th year of Artaxerxes I is its traditional starting 
point for its calculation of the “seventy weeks” of Daniel 9:24-27. 

Despite these faets, Furuli nowhere mentions the Watchtower Soeiety or its 
ehronology. Nor does he mention my detailed refutation of this ehronology in 
various editions of my book The Gentile Times Keeonsidered (GTR; 3rd edition, 
Atlanta: Commentary Press, 1998; lst ed. published in 1983), despite the faet 
that in circulated “organized eolleetions of notes” he has tried to refute the 
conclusions presented in its earlier editions. (A fourth revised and updated 
edition of GTR has been prepared and will be published in 2004.) Furuli’s 
silenee on GTR is noteworthy because he discusses R. E. Winkle’s 1987 study 
which presents mosdy the same arguments and conclusions as are found in the 
first edition of GTR (1983). As a Jehovah’s Witness, Furuli is forbidden to 
interaet with former members of his organization. If this is the reason for his 
feigned ignoranee of my stody, he is aeting as a loyal Witness—not as a seholar. 

Clearly, Furuli has an agenda, and he is hiding it. 

The eontents of the first four ehapters 
Chapter 1: Pages 17-37: 

In Chapter 1, Furuli elaims that the Bible and the astronomieal tablets VAT 
4956 and Strm Kambys 400 “eontradiet eaeh other” (pp. 17-28), and he 
therefore questions the reliability of astronomieal tablets by deseribing nine 
“potential sources of error.” (pp. 28-37) 

Chapter 2: Pages 38-46: 

In Chapter 2, Fumli elaims that the “most acute problem for making an 
absolute ehronology based on astronomieal tablets” is that many, “perhaps 
most positions of the heavenly bodies on such tablets, are calculated rather than 
observed.” (p. 15) 

Chapter 3: Pages 47-65: 

In Chapter 3, Furuli makes some general eomments on the Sumerian, 
Akkadian, and Hebrew languages and deseribes some “pitfalls” in reading and 
translating the aneient documents. 
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Chapter 4: Pages 66-92: 

In Chapter 4, Ftinili presents his views on “the ehronologieal accounts of 
Claudius Ptolemy” and of those of some other aneient authors (pp. 66-74), 
then discusses the 70-year propheey of Jeremiah. (pp. 75-92) 

In the material that follows (Part One of this review; Parts Two and Three will 
be published at a later date), I eritieally examine the argumentation of these four 
ehapters. 

Acknowledgements are made to a mirnber of seholars and knowledgeable 
colleagues for their assistanee in preparing this review. I ehoose not to mention 
any names, as some of them, for various reasons, need to remain anonymous. I 
am indebted to all of them for their observations, suggestions, eritieism, and, in 
particular, for the professional help given by two of them with proof-reading 
and polishing my English and grammar. 

For some works often referred to in the discussion below the following 
abbreviations are used: 

ADT Abraham J. Saehs and Hermann Hunger, AstronomiealDiaries aneì Kelated 
Texts from Babjlonia (Wien: Verlag der Òsterreiehisehen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften. Vol. I - 1988, II - 1989, III - 1996, V - 2001). 

CBT Erle Leiehty et al, Catalogue of the Babylonian Tablets in the British Museum, 
Vols. 6, 7, and 8 (1986, 1987, and 1988). These vohimes list the tablets from 
Sippar held at BM. 

GTR 4 Carl Olof Jonsson, The Gentile Times Teeonsidered, 4* ed. (Atlanta: 
Commentary Press, 2004). 

LBAT Abraham J. Saehs (ed.), Tate Babjlonian Astronomieal and Kelated Texts. 
Copied bj T. G. Pinehes and J. N. Strassmaier (Providenee, Rhode Island: Brown 
FJniversity Press, 1955). 

PD Riehard A. Parker and Waldo H. Dubberstein, Babjlonian Chronology 626 
B.C. — A.D. 75 (Providenee, Rhode Island: Brown LTniversity Press, 1956). 
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Chapter I - “Fundamental Chronological Considerations” 

Only “three prineipal sources” for the Neo-Babylonian and Persian 
ehronology? 

One of Furuli’s main goals appears to be to eonvinee his readers that there 
are only three prineipal sources on which the ehronology of the Neo- 
Babylonian and Persian periods ean be based. These three, he elaims, 
“eontradiet eaeh other”: 

“There are three prineipal sources with information regarding the 
ehronology of the New Babylonian and Persian kings, namely, Strm 
Kambjis 400, bTdT 4956 and the Bible. The information in these three 
sources eannot be harmonized.” (p. 21; ef. also pp. 15, 45) 

And further: 

“It will be shown in the course of the book that there exist just two 
such independent sources which ean give absolute dates for the New 
Babylonian ehronology, namely, VAT 4956 and Strm Kambys 400 which 
already have been mentioned. ... the ehronology that is based on these 
two diaries eannot be harmonized with the Bible, and this means that at 
least one of the three sources must give erroneous information.” (p. 24) 

These statements reveal a remarkable ignoranee of a subject that Furuli 
elaims to have stadied “for more than two deeades.” The absolute ehronology 
of the Neo-Babylonian and Persian eras is fìxed by about 50 astronomieal 
observational tablets (diaries, eelipse texts, and planetary texts). Almost all these 
tablets have been published in ADT volumes I and V. And the least reliable of 
them isprobably Strm Kambys 400. (GTR 4 , eh. 2, last seetion). For example, there 
are about 25 diaries from the reign of Artaxerxes II (404-358 BCE), 11 of 
which have the royal name and regnal dates preserved. Most, if not all, of these 
appear to be, not later eopies, but original eompilations from Artaxerxes’ reign. 
(Letter H. Hunger to C. O. Jonsson, dated January 26, 2001) Therefore, to fix 
the absolute ehronology of the reign of Artaxerxes II or any other Persian king, 
Stmt Kambys 400 is needless and irrelevant. Nor is it needed to fix the reign of 
Cambyses, which ean be more securely fixed by other texts. 

Additional eomments about Stn?i Kambys 400 and the elaim that some 
astronomieal tablets eontradiet the Bible are discussed in Part Two of this 
review. 

Are seholars reluctant to publish oddly dated texts? 

Furuli argues against the validity of the so-ealled Canon of Ptolemy and 
traditional ehronology by using eertain oddly dated cuneiform texts that 
seemingly eonfliet with them. However, he admits that a few errors in the 
aneient texts eannot be used to overthrow a ehronology that is substantiated by 
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many other texts: 

“One or two eontradietory finds do not neeessarily destroy a 

ehronology that has been substantiated by hundreds of independent 

finds.” (p. 22) 

On the same page he gives three examples: 

(1) A tablet that, in 1878, T. G. Pinehes said “would overthrow the perfeet 
agreement of Mr. Boscawen’s list with the Canon of Ptolemy,” adding that “I 
did not intend to pnblish it at all. ” But Furuli fails to mention that this is a tablet 
that at first seemed to be dated to “year 11” of Cambyses—which eontradiets 
not only the Canon of Ptolemy but also Furuli’s Oslo Chronology. That is why 
Furuli, too, finds it neeessary to rejeet it. 

As it happened, the odd date soon found an explanation. On the tablet, the 
figure for 1 had been written over the figure for 10. It was pointed out by A. 
Wiedemann (Gesehiehte Aegyptens, Leipzig, 1880, pp. 225f.) that this seemed to be 
a seribal eorreetion of a mistaken “year 10,” which the seribe had tried to 
ehange to “year 1,” thus ereating a date sign that easily could be misread as 
“year 11.” This simple and natural explanation was subsequendy aeeepted by all 
seholars. (See my Supplement to The Gentile Times Reeonsidered, Danville: Odeon 
Books, 1989, page 8.) The date, then, was not odd after all. 

(2) A tablet that “did not fit” PD’s “ehronologieal seheme” and was rejeeted 
because “the month sign is shaded, and in view of known faets this date eannot 
be aeeepted.” But Furuli does not inform the reader that this tablet is Nabon. 
No. 1054 (BM 74972), which is dated in PD to Nbn VIII/10/17 (month VIII, 
day 10, year 17)—nearly one month after the fall of Babylon on VII/16/17. 

In 1990, I asked Christopher Walker at the British Museum to take another 
look at the date on this tablet. His eollation, eonfirmed by other seholars, 
revealed that the year number had been misread. It was actually 16, not 17. The 
date of the tablet, then, was not in eonfliet with the ehronology established for 
the reign of Nabonidus. Walker says: 

“On the Nabonidus text no. 1054 mentioned by Parker and Dubberstein p. 
13 and Kugler, SSB II 388, I have eollated that tablet (BM 74972) and am 
satisfied that the year is 16, not 17. It has also been eheeked by Dr. G. Van 
Driel and Mr. Bongenaar, and they both agree with me.” (Letter Walker to 
Jonsson, Nov. 13, 1990) 

Thus, Furuli’s first two tablets eannot be used as examples of “eontradietory 
finds” that eoníliet with the established ehronology. This eannot be said of his 
third tablet, however, which elearly eontains a seribal error. 

(3) BM 65494 dates itself to “Artaxerxes VI.4.50” (month VI, day 4, year 
50), a date that all seholars, for strong reasons, have concluded is an error for 
VI.'4.40. Walker, too, points this out (which Furuli acknowledges but gives no 
source referenee) in an unpublished list titled “Corrections and Additions to 
CBT 6-8.” This list has been worked out and kept up-to-date by Walker at the 
British Museum. It has been sent to eorrespondents in answer to questions 
asked about the dates on the tablets listed in the CBT 6-8 catalogues. (My two 
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versions of the list are dated in 1990 and 1996.) 

On page 27, Furuli mentions another example of an oddly dated tablet—a 
double-dated text from the aeeession year of Artaxerxes’ successor, Darius II. 
The tablet dates itself to “year 51, month XII, day 20, aeeession year of Darius, 
king of lands.” Furuli refers to this and the earlier text dated to Artaxerxes’ year 
50 as examples of how seholars “have been reluctant to pnblish tablets that seemed to 
eontradiet the traditional ehronologyP 

But the very opposite is true. The above-mentioned reluctance of T. G. 
Pinehes to publish the text dated to Cambyses’ 11 th year was an exception. The 
typieal seholarly reaetion to dates that eonfliet with the traditional ehronology is 
interest and attention, not suppression and reluctance to publish. When then- 
unpublished lunar eelipse tablets dated to the reign of Nebuchadnezzar II were 
brought up in an interview in 1968, Professor Abraham J. Saehs indieated how 
seholars would reaet to such oddly dated texts (they are now published in ADT 
V). Pointing out that these eelipse tablets all eonfirm the traditional ehronology, 
he said: 

“I mean if they didn’t fit it muld be mrth pnblishing immediately. I mean 
dropping everything and saying this whole thing is a mess and there’s 
something wrong here. But they do fit.” (Transeript, p. 12, of an 
interview held with Professor A. J. Saehs at the Brown University, 
Providenee, R. I., on June 24, 1968, by R. V. Franz and C. Ploeger, at 
that time members of the Watchtower headquarters’ Writing 
Department in Brooklyn, New York; emphasis added.) 

The tablet dated to year 50 of Artaxerxes I is listed by E. Leiehty and A. K. 
Grayson in CBT VII, p. 153, and the tablet dated to his year 51 was published 
baek in 1908 by A. T. Clay, in both eases evidendy without any reluctance. As 
noted above, the latter text is doubled-dated. There are, in faet, 10 such texts 
with double dates, nine of which show that the aeeession year of Darius II 
eorresponded to Artaxerxes’ year 41. That year 51 on the above-mentioned text 
is an error for year 41, therefore, eannot be seriously questioned. 

On pages 27 and 28, Furuli argues that, because there were three (actually 
four!) Persian kings named Artaxerxes, it is often difficult to know whether a 
tablet refers to king mirnber I, II, or III. He elaims that seholars, in trying to get 
the dates to tally with the traditional ehronology, tend to give themselves up to 
circular reasoning. 

This situation, though, is not as bad as Furuli paints it. This is shown in Part 
Three of this review, in which I discuss in detail the reign of Artaxerxes I. 

Potential “sources of errors” in the Babylonian astronomieal tablets: 

Furuli is well aware that the most damaging evidenee against lnis Oslo 
Chronology is provided by the astronomieal cuneiform tablets. For this reason, 
it is important that he tries to weaken the reliability of these texts. Thus, on 
pages 29-37, he deseribes nine “potential sources of error” that rnight 
undermine the trustworthiness of the astronomieal tablets. Unfortunately, 
Furuli fails to draw a elear conclusion about these sources of error. Although it 
is true that errors exist with respeet to various aspeets of aneient tablets, Fumli 
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fails to explain how these errors affeet the accuracy of traditional Neo- 
Babylonian and Persian ehronology as a whole. He simply leaves the reader 
vaguely to conclude that, in some unspecified way, the possibility of errors 
invalidates the whole of the ehronology. This is akin to someone stating, 
“Seientists make errors,” then implying but not actually stating that “all seienee 
is invalid because there are sources of error.” Thus, even though a particular 
astronomieal tablet might eontain enough errors to be useless for ehronologieal 
purposes, it does not follow that all astronomieal tablets are useless. 

But this is how Furuli generally argues. He uses errors in some tablets to east 
aspersions on the reliability of tablets lie does not like, such as VAT 4956. 
ineonsistendy, he uses the tablet Strm Kambjs 400 as a basis for his Oslo 
Chronology—obviously because the Watchtower Soeiety uses it. 

A good example of Furuli’s false implieation is his using the demonstrated 
errors in the aneient astronomieal tablet known as the “Venus Tablet of 
Ammisaduqa” to imply that the tablet VAT 4956 is riddled with errors. Parts 
of the discussion on pages 29-37 of his book are based on an artiele byjohn D. 
Weir, “The Venus Tablets: A Fresh Approaeh,” in jonrnal for the History of 
Astronomj, Vol. 13:1,1982, pp. 23-49. What are these Venus Tablets? 

The Venus Tablet of Ammisaduqa 

Weir’s artiele discusses the well-known and much-discussed Venus Tablet of 
Ammisaduqa. This tablet belongs to a particular series of some 70 tablets about 
eelestial omens ealled TLtmma Anu TLnlil (EAE). The Venus Tablet is no. 63 in 
this series. It eontains reeords of observations of the first and last visibilities of 
Venus made in the reign of Ammisaduqa, the pemiltimate king of the first 
dynasty of Babylon. This king probably reigned at least 1000 years before the 
Neo-Babylonian era. The fragmentary eopies of the Venus tablet, found in 
Ashurbanipal’s library in Nineveh (Kouyunjik), are very late. The earliest pieees 
date from the reign of Sargon II (721-705 BCE). ( H. Hunger & D. Pingree, 
Astral Sàenees in Mesopotamia, Leiden, ete.: Brill, 1999, p. 32) 

During the past hundred years, many attempts have been made to date the 
first dynasty of Babylon with the aid of the Venus Tablet, but no consensus has 
been formed. The reign of Ammisaduqa has been variously plaeed all the way 
from the late 3rd millennium down to the 7th eentary BCE. In 1929 and 1941, 
Professor Otto Neugebauer “demonstrated the impossibility of using the 
Venus Tablet to date the First Dynasty of Babylon.” (Hunger & Pingree, op. eit., 
pp. 37, 38) One reason this is impossible is that the extant eopies bristle with 
eopying errors. “The data set is the worst I ever have encountered as a 
statistieian,” said Professor Peter Huber, explaining that “at least 20% to 40% 
of the dates must be grossly wrong.” (Peter Huber et al, Astronomieal Dating of 
Babjlon I and Ur III [= Monographk ]ournals of the Near East, Oee. Papers 1/4], 
Malibu, 1982, p. 14) 

Weir points to several sources of error eonneeted with the attempts to date 
the fragmentary pieees of the Venus Tablet. But it would not be fair to 
presuppose that the same sources of error also apply to VAT 4956 and other 
important tablets on which the absolute ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian and 
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Persian eras is based. These later tablets belong to the arehive of about 1300 
astrononiieal observational texts found in the eity of Babylon, texts that eontain 
thousands of observations reeorded from the period ea. 750 BCE—75 CE. 

In the discussion below, the subtitles are taken from Furuli’s summary of 
the nine supposed “sources for potential errors” listed in his Table 1 on page 
37. 

12,000-foot mountain range might preclude observations 

Aeeording to Furuli, one problem for the aneient Babylonian astronomers 
was the mountain range to the east of Babylon: 

“To the east of Babylon there is a mountain range rising to about 
12,000 feet above sea level, while the area to the west of the eity is a ílat 
desert. ... it is obvious that the high mountains to the east of Babylon 
would prevent some observations.” (p. 29) 

Furuli then quotes Weir’s discussion of the ehange of the arens visionis caused 
by “hills, mountains, trees and so on.” But the Zagros Mountains to the east of 
Babylon ereate no serious problems. The higher parts of the range begin about 
230 kilometers east of Babylon with Kuh-e Varjarìn at about 9500 feet above sea 
level. Mountains “about 12,000 feet above sea level” lie eonsiderably farther 
away. Due to the distanee and the curvature of the earth, they are not visible 
from Babylon, at least not from the ground, as ean be testified by anyone who 
has been there. Professor Hermann Hunger, for example, says: 

“I have been there [in Iraq], three years, of which two months were 
spent in Babylon. There are no mountains visible from Babylon.” 
(Communication Hunger to Jonsson dated Deeember 4, 2003) 

It is possible, of course, that an observer atop the 90-meter-high 
Etemenanki ziggurat in Babylon (if the observations could have been made 
from there) could have seen a very thin, irregular line of mountains far to the 
east, although this, too, is doubtful. This might have affeeted the arcus visionis to 
some degree (the smallest angular distanee of the sun below the horizon at the 
first or last visibility of a heavenly body above the horizon), which in turn could 
have ehanged the date of the first and last visibility of a heavenly body by a day 
or two. Parker and Dubberstein were well aware of this uncertainty, stating that 
“it is possible that a eertain number of dates in our tables may be wrong by one 
day, but as they arepurelj for historiealpurposes, this uncertaintj is unimportantP (PD, p. 
25; emphasis added) PD’s tables were based on Sehoeh’s calculated values for 
the arcus visionis which, by an examination of 100 Venus observations dating 
from 462 to 74 BCE, Professor Peter Huber found to be “surprisingly 
accurate.” (Weir, op. eit., pp. 25, 29) 

Furthermore, this is a problem with astronomieal texts that report only 
phenomena elose to the horizon, as does the Venus Tablet. (Weir, pp. 25-47) 
Observations of lunar and planetary positions related to speeifie stars and 
eonstellations would not be affeeted. And it is these observations, which are 
usually higher in the sky and not in the horizon, that are the most useful for 
ehronologieal purposes. As noted in GTR 4 , eh. 4, A-l, the astronomieal tablet 
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VAT 4956 reeords about 30 such lunar and planetary positions, dated to 
various days and months in the 37th year of Nebuchadnezzar, thus fìxing that 
year as 568/67 BCE with absolute eertainty. 

Another problem Furuli mentions is related to the plaee of observation. He 
states that it “is assumed that the observations ... were made in Babylon; if they 
were made in another loeality this may influence the interpretation of the 
observations.” (p. 32) He then quotes from Weir’s discussion of the 
observations on the Venus Tablet of Ammisaduqa, which aeeording to his 
calculations rnight have been made at “a latitude of IV 2 degree north of 
Babylon.” This would be about 170 kilometers north of Babylon. 

Again, this problem applies to the Venus Tablet, the fragmentary eopies of 
which were found in the ruins of Nineveh, but it does not apply to the arehive 
of ea.1300 astronomieal observational texts found in the eity of Babylon. As 
shown by modern calculations, these observations must have been made in, or 
in the near vieinity of, Babylon. (Cf. Professor A. Aaboe, “Babylonian 
Mathematies, Astrology, and Astronomy,” The Camhrìdge Anàent History, Vol. 
111:2, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991, pp. 276-292) 

The emdeness of observations: Eaeh zodiaeal sign eovers 30 degrees 

On page 32 Furuli mentions another potential source of error: 

“One problem is the emdeness of the observations. Because the 
tablets probably were made for astrologieal reasons, it was enough to 
know the zodiaeal sign in which the moon or a eertain planet was found 
at a particular point of time. This does not give particularly accurate 
observations.” 

By this statement Furuli ereates a false impression that the lunar and 
planetary positions reeorded on the Babylonian astronomieal tablets are given 
only in relation to zodiaeal signs of 30 degrees eaeh. He supports this by quoting 
a seholar, Curtis Wilson, who in a review of a book by R. R. Newton made 
such a elaim, stating that, “The position of the planet is speeified only within an 
interval of 30°.” (C. Wilson in Jotmtal of the History of Astronomy 15:1, 1984, p. 40) 

Wilson further elaims that this was the reason why Ptolemy, “when in need 
of earlier observations of these planets turns not to Babylonian observations 
but to those of the Alexandrians of the third century B.C., which give the 
planets’ positions in relation to stars.” (C. Wilson, “The Sources of Ptolemy’s 
Parameters f Jonmalfor the Histoy of Astronomy, Vol. 15:1,1984, pp. 40, 41) 

But anyone with even a cursory acquaintance with the Babylonian 
astronomieal tablets knows that Wilson’s elaim—repeated by Furuli—is false. 
Although it is true that many positions reeorded on the tablets are given with 
referenee to eonstellations along the zodiaeal belt, the great majority of the 
positions, even in the earliest diaries, are given with referenee to stars or 
planets. The division of the zodiaeal belt into signs of 30 degrees eaeh took 
plaee later, during the Persian era, and it is not until “toward the end of the 3rd 
century B.C.” that “diaries begin to reeord the dates when a planet moved from 
one zodiaeal sign to another.” (H. Hunger in N. M. Swerdlow [ed.], Anrìent 
Astronomy and CelestialDivination, London: The MIT Press, 1999, p. 77. Cf. B. L. 
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Van der Waerden, “History of the Zodiak,” Arehiv ftir Orientforsehmg 16, 
1952/1953, pp. 216-230) During the entire 800-year period from ea. 750 BCE 
to ea. 75 CE, the Babylonian astronomers used a number of stars elose to the 
eeliptie as referenee points. As Professor Hermann Hunger explains in a work 
also used by Furuli: 

“In order to give the position of the moon and the planets a numher of 
stars elose to the eeliptie are used for referenee. These have been ealled 
‘Normalsterne’ [Normal Stars\ by Epping, and the term has remained in 
use ever sinee.” (H. Hunger in ADT, Vol. I, p. 17; emphasis added) 

On pages 17-19, Hunger lists 32 such normal stars known from the tablets. 
Noel Swerdlow states: “By far the most numerous observations of planets in 
the Diaries are of their distanees ‘above’ or ‘below’ and ‘in front of or ‘behind’ 
nomial stars and eaeh other, measured in cubits and fingers.” (N. M. Swerdlow, 
The Babjlonian Theoiy ofthe P/anets, Prineeton, New Jersey, 1998, p. 39) 

Such detailed observations are shown by VAT 4956, in which about two- 
thirds of the lunar and planetary positions reeorded are given in relation to normal 
stars andplanets. And, in eontrast to positions related to eonstellations, where the 
moon or a planet usually is just said to be “in front of,” “behind,” “above,” 
“below,” or “in” a eertain eonstelladon, the reeords of positions related to 
normal stars also give the distanees to these stars in “cubits” (ea. 2-2.5 degrees) 
and “fingers” (1/24 of the cubit), as Swerdlow points out. Although the 
measurements are demonstrably not mathematieally exact, they are eonsiderably 
more preeise than positions related only to eonstellations. As Swerdlow 
suggests, the measurements “may have been made with something as simple as 
a graduated rod held at arm’s length.” (Swerdlow, op. eit. p. 40) 

By parsing all the astronomieal diaries in the first two volumes of 
Sachs/Hunger’s ADT, Professor Gerd Grasshoff “obtained deseriptions of 
3285 events, of which 2781 are eomplete without unreadable words or broken 
plates. Out of those are 1882 topographieal events [i.e., positions related to 
stars and planets], 604 are lunar observations ealled Lunar Six ... and 295 are 
loeations of a eelestial objeet in a eonstellation.” (Gerd Grasshoff, “Normal 
Stars in Late Astronomieal Babylonian Diaries,” in Noel M. Swerdlow [ed.], 
Aneient Astronomj and Celestial Divination, London: The MIT Press, 1999, p. 107) 
Thus, two-thirds of the positions are related to stars or planets, whereas only 
about 10 pereent are related to eonstellations. 

In further support of his elaim about the “emdeness of the observations” 
reeorded on the Babylonian tablets, Furuli gives a lengthy quotation from B. L. 
van der Waerden. Unfortunately, Furuli has grossly misinterpreted van der 
Waerden’s statements. 

Van der Warden is discussing, not the emdeness of the observations, as Furuli 
elaims, but the emdeness of the ealmlations that the Babylonian astrologers 
performed for the position of the moon at a point of time when the zodiaeal 
sign in which the moon stood eonld not be detemrined bj obsemation, either because 
of bad weather or because it was in daytime, when the stars are not seen. These 
calculated positions had to be deduced from observed lunar positions near such 
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a point of time. The observation that van der Waerden quotes from VAT 4956 
to show what was required for such calculations is exacdy a lunar position 
relatedto a normalstar , not just to a zodiaeal sign: 

“At the beginning of the night of the 5* the moon overtook by 1 
cubit eastwards the northem star at the foot ofthe Tion [= Beta Virginis].” (B. 

L. van der Waerden, Sàenee Aivakening II, 1974, p. 185) 

Furuli, then, has totally misunderstood van der Waerden’s discussion, 
because (1) he is speaking about the emdeness of (astrologieal) ealmlations, not 
about observations, and (2) the kind of obsen’ations needed for such calculations 
(which he shows by referenee to VAT 4956) is detailed because the lunar 
position is given in relation to a star, mth both distanee and direetion speeified. Although 
van der Waerden’s example happens to eontain a seribal error (see below under 
I-B-4), the information given is definitely not crude. It is speeifie and preeise. 

The writing of the original tablet on the basis of observational notes 

A further source of error, aeeording to Furuli, is “the proeess of writing 
down the data.” His discussion of this focuses on the astronomieal tablet VAT 
4956, the “diary” dated to the 37th year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. Furuli 
explains: 

“The tablet itself is a eopy made a long time after the original was 
made, but even the original was not made at the time the observations 
were made. The tablet eovers a whole year, and because elay hardly ean 
be kept moist for 12 months, the observations must have been written 
down on quite a lot of smaller tablets, which were eopied when the 
original was made.” (pp. 30, 31) 

Furuli deseribes the procedure eorreetly, and it is well known to 
Assyriologists. But Furuli adds in parentheses, “(provided that the data were 
not later calculated and there never was an ‘original tablet’.)” This theory—that 
Babylonian seholars at a later time calculated the information reeorded on the 
astronomieal diary VAT 4956 and dated it to the 37th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar—is false because many of the phenomena reported on the 
tablet were impossible to retrocalculate. 

Because Fumli repeats and elaborates this theory in Chapter 2, I will refute 
his elaims in eonneetion with my eomments on that ehapter. It is sufficient to 
point out that seholars agree that VAT 4956 is a faithful eopy of the original, 
which is proven by modern computations of the positions reeorded on the 
tablet. The eopying errors are few and trivial, as pointed out in GTR 4 , eh. 4, A- 
1. (See further below under I-B-4.) 

1 am aware of only one seholar who has tried to overeome the evidenee 
provided by VAT 4956, namely, E. W. Faulstich, founder and direetor of the 
Chronology-History Researeh Institute in Speneer, Iowa, LTSA. Fatilstieh 
believes it is possible to establish an absolute Bible ehronology without the aid 
of extra-Biblical sources, based solely on the eyelieal phenomena of the Mosaie 
law (sabbath days, sabbath and jubilee years) and the eyele of the 24 seetions of 
the levitieal priesthood. One consequence of his theory is that the whole Neo- 
Babylonian period has to be moved backward one year. Because this eonfliets 
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with the absolute dating of the period based on the astronomieal tablets, 
Fairlstieh argues that VAT 4956 eontains information from two separate years 
mixed into one. This idea, however, is based on serious mistakes. I have 
thoroughly refuted Faulstich’s thesis in the unpublished artiele, “A critique of 
E.W. Faulstich’s Neo-Babylonian ehronology” (1999), available from me upon 
request. 

The eopying and redaetion of the original tablet 

This “source of error” is related to the previous one. As Furuli points out, 
VAT 4956 is a later eopy in which the eopyist tried to modernize the arehaie 
terminology of the original tablet. This procedure, Furuli states, “may very well 
cause errors.” 

Copying errors do exist, but they usually ereate few problems in tablets that 
are fairly well preserved and detailed enough to be useful for ehronologieal 
purposes. As discussed in GTR 4 , eh. 4, A-l, the dated lunar and planetary 
positions reeorded in VAT 4956 evidently eontain a couple of seribal errors. 
These errors, however, are minor and easily deteeted by modern computations 
based on the reeorded observations. 

Thus, on the obverse (front) side, line 3 has day 9, which P.V. Neugebauer 
and E. F. Weidner pointed out in 1915 is a seribal error for day 8. Similarly, 
obverse, line 14 (the line quoted by van der Waerden above), has day 5, which 
is obviously an error for day 4. The remaining legible reeords of observed lunar 
and planetary positions, about 30, are eorreet, as is demonstrated by modern 
ealeiilations. In their reeent examination of VAT 4956, Professor F. R. 
Stephenson and Dr. D. M. Willis conclude: 

“The observations analyzed here are sufficiently diverse and accurate 
to enable the aeeepted date of the tablet—i.e. 568-567 B.C.— to be 
eonfidently eonfirmed.” (F. R. Stephenson & D. M. Willis in J. M. Steele & A. 
Imhausen (eds.), TJnder One Sky. Astronomy and Mathematies in the Anáent 
NearEast, Munster: LJgarit-Verlag, 2002, pp. 423-428; emphasis added) 

Unknown length of the month—29 or 30 days 

The next source of error in Furuli’s list is “the unknown length of the 
month” in the Babylonian ealendar: 

“In some instanees we do know which months of a particular year in 
the reign of a particular king had 30 and which had 29 days, in most 
eases we do not know this. ... our Babylonian calculation ean be up to 
one day wrong aeeording to the Julian ealendar.” (p. 33) 

As I pointed out earlier under I-B-l, this is unimportant for ehronologieal 
purposes. Parker and Dubberstein were there quoted as stating that “it is 
possible that a eertain number of dates in our tables may be wrong by one day, 
but as they are purely for historieal purposes, this uncertainly is unimportant.” 
(PD, p. 25) 

Often, when there is an uncertainty of one day, the eorresponding Julian day 
for a dated Babylonian position of the moon or an inner planet ean be 
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determined exacdy by modern computations. This is particularly true of the 
moon because it moves 13 degrees a day along the eeliptie, which means that its 
position in the sky ehanges eonsiderably in one day. 

Further, as Professor Peter Huber points out, “the Late Babylonian 
astronomieal texts eonsistently indieate the month-length by stating whether 
the moon beeame visible on ‘day 30’ or on ‘day l’.” This praetiee of indieating 
whethertheprevions month had 30 or 29 days is also eonsistently used in VAT 4956. (P. J. 
Huber et al, Astronomieal Dating ofTabylon I and Ur III. Monographie Jonrnals of the 
NearEast, Oaasional Papers //4,June 1982, p. 7) 

Contradicting Furuli’s elaim, Gerd Grasshoff, after his careful analysis of the 
2781 well-preserved observation reports in the diaries published in ADT, Vols. 
I and II (see above under I-B-2), concluded: 

“After having eompleted the successful interpretation of the 
observation reports, the analysis shows that 90% of the beginnings of 
the months are eorreetiy predieted with an arrns visionis model, the rest 
differs only by one day.” (G. Grasshoff, op. eit., p. 109) 

A shift in the speed of the earth’s rotation 

Another source of error, aeeording to Furuli, is the gradual ehange in the 
speed of the earth’s rotation. On page 33, he again quotes from Weir’s artiele 
about the Old Babylonian Venus Tablet of Ammisaduqa. Weir, in turn, quotes 
Huber, who explains that extrapolating the known rotation rates from the Neo- 
Babylonian period to the present, baek to the preeeding 1000-year period, is 
“beyond safe ground.” 

But Furuli’s quotation is irrelevant because Weir and Huber are discussing 
the 1000-year period that preeeded Neo-Babylonian times. Weir and Huber both 
know that the ehange in the speed of the earth’s rotation has been established 
baek to, and even somewhat beyond, the Neo-Babylonian period. This 
deviation (ealled Delta-T) has been known for a long time, although the value 
has been gradually refined. The best and most up-to-date examination of the 
deviation, based on hundreds of dated observations of lunar eelipses all the way 
baek to the 8th century BCE, is that of Professor F. Riehard Stephenson in 
Historieal Edipses and Earth’s Kotation (Cambridge: Cambridge LJniversity Press, 
1997). (See also GTR 4 , appendix for ehapter 4, seetion 2.) 

The rate of inerease of the length of a day due to slowing down of the 
earth’s rotation, baek to the 8th century BCE, has been fixed at an average of 
1.7 milliseeonds per century (1.7 ms/e; Stephenson, op eit. pp. 513, 514; ef. New 
Sáentist , 30 January 1999, pp. 30-33). For this period, therefore, we are on “safe 
ground.” Furuli ean hardly be unaware of this. Today, the gradual ehange in the 
rate of the earth’s rotation is defìnitely not a signifieant source of error when 
using astronomieal tablets from the Neo-Babylonian and Persian eras to 
calculate the ehronology of these periods. 
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The interpolation of interealary months to eompensate for the differenee 
between the solar and the lunar year 

Arguing that the interpolation of interealary months in the Babylonian luni- 
solar ealendar rnight be another potential source of error, Furuli (p. 34) quotes 
Drs. Ben Zion Wacholder and David B. Weisberg, who say: 

“As Professor Abraham Saehs pointed out in a communication to us, 
some of the readings of the interealary months reeorded in Parker and 
Dubberstein’s tables may not be quite reliable, while a handfttl are 
admittedly hypothetieal. But even assuming the essential eorreetness of 
Parker and Dubberstein’s tables, Professor Saehs maintains, the 
supposition of a 19-year eyele prior to 386 B.C.E. may be reading into 
the evidenee something which possibly is not there.” (Ben Zion 
Wacholder, Essay on Jemsh Chronology and Chronography , New York, 1976, 
p. 67) 

Nothing in this statement is not also admitted by Parker and Dubberstein, 
as ean be seen in Bahylonian Chronology 626 B.C — A.D. 75 (1956), pp. 1-9. As 
Wacholder and Weisberg further demonstrate in their work, the development 
of the 19-year standard seheme of interealary months was a gradual proeess 
begun in the 7th century. The final stage took plaee in the 5th and early 4th 
centuries, when the seven interealary months of the 19-year eyele were fìxed in 
years 3, 6, 8, 11, 14, 17, and 19. This proeess is also elear in PD. 

Furuli concludes: “This means that calculations based on the Julian ealendar 
ean be wrong as much as 44 days or even more if the interealary months were 
not added regularly.” (p. 35) This conclusion is based on the unlikely 
supposition that sometimes four years could pass before an interealary month 
was added. But the weight of evidenee, based on the eeonomie and the 
astronomieal texts, shows that this never happened after 564 BCE. (See the 
updated tables of documented interealary months presented by Professor John 
P. Britton in J. M. Steele & A. Imhausen (eds.), Under One Sky, Míinster: LJgarit- 
Verlag, 2002, pp. 34-35.) 

On page 35, Fumli again uses Weir’s discussion of the Venus Tablet of 
Ammisaduqa, this time as a basis for his elaim that “a ‘best fìt’ seheme is 
aeeepted.” This is undoubtedly true of seholars who have used the Venus 
Tablet of Ammisaduqa in their attempts to date the Hammurapi dynasty, but to 
imply that such a best fìt seheme is also used to fìx the absolute ehronology of 
the Neo-Babylonian and Persian periods by means of VAT 4956 and other 
astronomieal tablets—as if this were a last resort—is dishonest because it is 
simply not true. 

Different ealendars used at different times 

Furuli notes that different ealendars were used in antiquity by different 
peoples at different times. This, of course, is true. But because the use of the 
Babylonian luni-solar ealendar in the Neo-Babylonian and Persian eras is well 
known, it is diffìcult to see how these other ealendars ean be “sources of 
potential error” in the examination of the Babylonian astronomieal tablets. 
Furuli’s argument is a straw man. 
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Furuli mentions that the Egyptians “may have used two ealendars” and 
states that this might be a problem in “eonneetion with the Aramaie 
Elephantine Papyri.” (p. 36) These papyri are not astronomieal texts. But, 
interestingly, some of them are double-dated in the sense that dates are given 
both in the Babylonian ealendar and the Egyptian eivil ealendar. Because these 
texts are dated to the reigns of Persian kings in the 5th century BCE, they are 
useful to determine the ehronology of the period and are discussed in a later 
part of this review. 

The human faetor—and modern researehers 

Furuli mentions “the human faetor” that might cause “the misreading of a 
tablet due to laek of eapaeity.” (p. 37) This is elearly a potential source of error. 
Many odd dates found in works about the tablets published during the past 120 
years are due to this faetor. It is important, therefore, when such odd dates are 
encountered in modern works, to have the original tablet eollated afresh. 
Strangely, Furuli uses many such dates uncrìtically and without eollation. Some 
examples of this have already been given above under I-A-2 and others are 
presented in later parts of this review. 


Chapter II - ”The Litmus Test of the Absolute Chronology” 

Using astronomieal tablets for establishing absolute dates 

In this ehapter, Furuli discusses using astronomieal tablets to establish an 
absolute ehronology. In view of the varied quality and state of preservation of 
the Babylonian astronomieal tablets, not all are usable for ehronologieal 
purposes. Aeeordingly, Furuli states that eaeh tablet must meet “two 
fundamental requirements.” What are they? 

Furuli’s eriteria for the ehronologieal use of astronomieal tablets 

The first requirement is the following: 

“A. The positions of the heavenly bodies must be observed by the 
eye of a seribe and written down at the same time; and they must not 
only represent backward calculations made at a much later time.” 

This eriterion is quite in order. The value of the next requirement, 
however, is dubious: 

“B. The name of the rnling king must have been written on the 
tablet at the time when the observations were made.” 

One problem with this eriterion is that it is unrealistic. Furuli admits that: 

“because elay hardly ean be kept moist for 12 months, the 
observations must have been written down on quite a lot of smaller 
tablets, which were eopied when the original was made.” (p. 30) 
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Modern seholars who take notes on paper faee a similar task of eollating 
their notes. Suppose a seholar is reviewing a book, and on page one of his notes 
he reeords the name of the book. Then he seribbles various eomments on 
items of interest. The notes run to many pages, but he does not reeord the tide 
of the book on every page. When he is finished reading, perhaps months later, 
he eollates and eondenses the seribbled notes and writes a neat summary. Does 
the faet that he failed to write the book’s tide on every single page of the notes 
invalidate the summary? Of course not. In like manner, if the name of a rnling 
king is not written down on “smaller tablets, which were eopied when the 
original was made,” it eertainly does not invalidate the observations transferred 
to the final tablet, which is subsequently viewed as the original. Furuli’s 
eriterion B, then, is absurd. 

It is transparently obvious that Furuli invented eriterion B to disqualify 
tablets that could othenvise be used to invalidate his Oslo Chronology. Usually, 
the royal name is given only at the beginning of eaeh tablet. But if a tablet is 
damaged and the beginning part is missing, the date eonneeted with eaeh 
observation reeorded is given as the regnal year, the month, the day, and 
perhaps the part of the night, with no royal name. However, the observations 
might well be so detailed that the observed events ean still be identified and 
dated to particular Julian years. This is often enough to identify the ruler, even 
if his name is missing. A couple of examples serve to illustrate this. 

The planetaty tablets No. 54 and No. 56 

Two tablets that do not meet Furuli’s seeond requirement (B) are LBAT 
1393 and LBAT 1387+1486+1388, published as Nos. 54 and 56 in Hunger’s 
ADT, Vol. V. Both are planetary texts that unequivocally overthrow Furuli’s 
alternative reigns for Darius I and Artaxerxes I. Furuli gratuitously dismisses 
both tablets (pp. 37, 118, 211, and 227) for erroneous, specious, and illusory 
reasons. I examine his statements in detail later in this review. 

Text No. 54 reeords observations of Jupiter dated to several regnal years of 
a king whose name is not preserved. The preserved regnal year numbers are 23 
on the obverse side and 8, 19, 20, 31, and 32 on the reverse side. The ruler 
whose reign is treated on the reverse side must have had a long reign because 
the last preserved regnal year is 32. The observations reeorded for these five 
years ean be safely dated to years 514, 503, 502, 491, and 490 BCE. The 
observations on the obverse side dated to year 23, however, are too badly 
damaged to be usable. 

The seeond text, No. 56, reeords about 80 preserved positions of Venus, 
half of which are related to Normal Stars. The data are arranged in 8-year- 
groups and 8 columns. The positions are dated to about 20 different regnal 
years (most of them fully legible or identifiable as part of the overall 
arrangement) that ean be íixed to speeifie Julian years within the 70-year period 
from 463/2 to 393/2 BCE. The first king in this period must have had a very 
long reign because the liighest preserved regnal year for him is 39. The 
observations reeorded for this year ean be dated to 426/5 BCE. The reason the 
royal names are missing in both texts is that these parts of the tablets are 
broken. 
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How tablets 54 and 56 make mineemeat of Furuli’s Persian ehronology 

All Julian dates pointed to by tablets 54 and 56 fall within the reigns of 
Darius I, Artaxerxes I, Darius II, and Artaxerxes II, not only aeeording to the 
traditional ehronology but also aeeording to FmtmIì’s Oslo Chronology. These tablets, 
therefore, ean be used to ehallenge his alternative ehronology for these reigns. 
It turns out that Furuli’s attempts to push the reign of Darius I one year 
forward and the reign of Artaxerxes I 10 years backward are effeetively bloeked 
by these two tablets. The Jupiter observations dated in year 32, for example, 
elearly belong to year 490 BCE, not year 489 as required by Furuli’s revised 
ehronology. In faet, none of the observations dated to speeifie months and 
days in the Babylonian luni-solar ealendar ean be moved fonvard or backward 
in the way Fumli’s revisions require. 

Jupiter’s period of revolution is elose to 12 years, which means that on average 
its position among the stars ehanges about 30 degrees a year. However, the 
apparent movement among the stars displays stationary points and even 
reversals of motion. Tablet 54 illustrates this by saying that in year 31, month 
VI, on day 28, Jupiter “beeame stationary in [the eonstellation of] Gemini.” 
This was exactly the position it held on Oetober 4, 491 BCE, so this date 
eorresponds to day 28 of month VI in the Babylonian ealendar. A year later, 
Jupiter had moved about 30 degrees to a new position between the 
eonstellations Leo and Cancer. The reeorded position, then, does not allow the 
31 st year of Darius I to be moved one year fonvard. The Jupiter phenomena do 
not repeat themselves at the sa?ne date mthin the lunar month for another 71 years, 
the faet of which the Babylonian astronomers were fully aware. Therefore, 
tablet 54 eannot be assigned to any reign other than that of Darius I. The 
Jupiter positions in tablet 54 dated to the other four regnal years just as 
inexorably bloek any attempt to ehange the absolute ehronology established for 
Darius’ 36-year reign. 

Venus, with a period of revolution of only 224.7 days, returns to its position 
in relation to various stars and eonstellations in less than a year. However, it 
does not return to the same position at the same time of theyear—not after oneyear or 
after 10 years. Such returns occur at 8-year intervals, after 13 revolutions 
(8x365.2422 = 13x224.7). The observations on tablet 56, then, which are dated 
to speeiíie regnal years, months and days, eannot be fitted into a ehronology for 
the reign of Artaxerxes I that is moved 10 years backward. 

It might be argued that the observations on the two tablets could belong to 
kings whose reigns fell in entirely different centuries. But such alternatives are 
limited to kings whose reigns lasted at least 32 years (the highest preserved 
regnal year in the Jupiter text No. 54) and 39 years (the highest preserved regnal 
year in the Venus text No. 56). 

Within the period to which all extant Babylonian observational astronomieal 
cuneiform texts belong (except for the Venus tablet of Ammisaduqa)—i.e., 
from the middle of the 8th century BCE to the 1 st eentary CE—only five kings 
are known to have ruled that long or longer: the Assyrian king Ashurbanipal 
(42 years), the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar (43 years), and the Persian 
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kings Darius I (36 years), Artaxerxes 1 (41 years), and Artaxerxes II (46 years). 
Another possibility is that the regnal years could refer to years in the Seleucid 
era (counted from 312/11 BCE). 

By using a modern astro-program (Chris Marriott’s SkyMap Pro 10), I have 
eheeked all the alternatives to the reigns of Darius I and Artaxerxes I—and also 
the alternative ehronologies for these reigns suggested by Furuli’s Oslo 
Chronology—and found them all to be impossible. The planetary observations 
eombined with the regnal years and the dates in the Babylonian luni-solar 
ealendar fit only the traditional ehronologies established for the reigns of 
Darius 1 and Artaxerxes I. 

Attempts to invalidate tablets 54 and 56 

Tablets 54 and 56 do not meet Furuli’s seeond requirement (B), but he 
attempts to undermine the strength of their evidenee in other ways. 

On page 37, Furuli refers to tablet No. 54 (LBAT 1393) and states that there 
“may be different faetors, which contribute to the misreading of a tablet due to 
laek of eapaeity.” He quotes a statement about tablet 54 by Hunger: 

“The following reeonstmetion of the tablet was proposed by C.B.F. 

Walker, who notes that any diserepaneies between the years attested on 

this tablet and the dates reported by A. Saehs in LBAT, p. xxix are to be 

explained by the faet that the tablet was not baked and eleaned until 
1978.” (ADT, Vol. V, p. 158) 

Isolated from context, this seems to indieate that the translation of the 
tablet was a mere proposed reeonstmetion and that it might have been misread 
“due to laek of eapaeity.” This seeming indieation is wrong. 

Walker’s reeonstmetion is not an attempted translation of the preserved part 
of the tablet. It is a suggested reeonstmetion of the ehronologieal seheme of the 
original, undamaged tablet, which might have eovered all the 48 regnal years 
from 536/5 to 489/8 BCE arranged as a series of 12-year eyeles. The 
reeonstmetion is shown in a table on page 159 of ADT V. The actual 
transliterafion and translation of the tablet, with its preserved dates, 
observations, ete., follows on pages 160-165, after the table. 

The regnal years that Saehs had read on the tablet (LBAT, 1955, p. xxix) 
before it was baked and eleaned in 1978 were not misreadings that eonfliet with 
the dates read after the eleaning. The “diserepaneies” referred to are additional 
dates that beeame legible after the eleaning, dates that inerease the 
ehronologieal value of the tablet. The way Furuli refers to this tablet is 
thoroughly misleading. 

Furuli mentions tablet No. 56 in three plaees in his book, on pages 118, 211, 
and 227. One reason for this spread seems to be that the tablet eonsists of three 
pieees, LBAT 1387, 1388, and 1486 (also listed by Hunger as A, B, and C), 
which Fumli tends to deal with separately and in different plaees in his book. 
The first two pieees (A + B) eontain much information, so much in faet, that 
Hunger’s translation of them eovers 10 large pages in ADT, Vol. V. Almost all 
the observations preserved on the two pieees are dated to various regnal years 
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of Artaxerxes I, the only exception being one dated to year 6 of his successor, 
Darius II. Pieee C, on the other hand, is a very small fragment, and Hunger’s 
translation of it eovers only half a page. No regnal year numbers are preserved 
on it. Hunger writes (ADT , p. 172) that the observations reeorded on it 
probably refer to years 5 and 12 of Artaxerxes II (400 and 393 BCE). 

Furuli focuses exclusively on pieee C in his deseription of tablet 56 on page 
211, implying that Hunger’s deseription of this little fragment applies to the 
whole text: 

“The planetary text eonsisting of the three pieees LBAT 1387, 1486 
and *1388 is supposed to list Venus data between -462/61 and -392/91. 
This text is quite fragmentary. One seholar made this eomment: ‘of C, 
the obverse probably refers to Artaxerxes II year 5, the reverse to year 
12. The astronomieal information preserved fits this date, espeeially a 
elose encounter of Venus and a Leonis in month III of Art II vear 5.’ 

These words are rather cautious, indieated by the adverb ‘probably.’ As a 
matter of faet, neither Venus nor any other planet is mentioned on C, Obv. and 
Rev. An interpreter may feel there are clues for identifying Venus, but none are 
mentioned. So there are problems with this text in eonneetion with the making 
of an absolute ehronology.” 

Furuli does not talk about the extensive information in pieees A and B, 
leaving the reader with the impression that the entire Venus tablet is as 
fragmentary and problematie as pieee C. In a discussion on page 118, he makes 
some eomments about pieee A (1387) but these, too, are aimed at undermining 
the strength of the text. He erroneously elaims that on this tablet “years 15, 27, 
35 are elearly visible, but no other years,” whereas in faet eight regnal years are 
visible on the text, namely, years 7, 15, 23, 27, 31, 35, 39 (of Artaxerxes I), and 
year 6 (of his successor Darius II). For example, Furuli points out that in T. G. 
Pinehes’ eopy of the tablet published by Saehs in 1955, “the nrnnber ‘7’ is 
shaded and not elearly seen.” But as Saehs explains (LBAT, p. vii), Pinehes 
eopied from tablets that usually had not been oven-fired, and that “it is to be 
expected that improved readings will result from oven firing.” Hunger’s 
translation indieates that number 7 is now elearly seen on the tablet, which may 
be a result of this. The observations reeorded for year 7 in months I, II, III, IV, 
V, and VI all fit the 7th year of Artaxerxes I, 458 BCE. Further, Furuli fails to 
mention that number 7 is required by the arrangement of the data in 8-year- 
groups. It is followed horizontally in the next columns by year numbers 15, 23, 
31, 39, and year 6. The 8-year intervals, of course, refer to the periodieity of 
Venus positions. 

About the same mirnber of years (in the reign of Artaxerxes I) paired at 8- 
year intervals are visible in pieee B (1388)—years 4, 5, 12, 13, 20, 21, 28 and 
2[9]. On page 227, Furuli says that pieee B is in eonfliet with the Oslo 
Chronology, but his only explanation is that “the regnal years written by the 
seribe need not be eorreet.” This desperate theory is discussed in seefion II-C 
below. 

Tablets 54 and 56 are disastrous for Fumli’s revised Persian ehronology, and 
he knows it. That is why he wants to get rid of them by every possible 
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expedient. And that is also why he wants to undermine the trustworthiness of 
the astronomieal tablets in general by indieating that they probably mainly eontain 
ealenlations, not actual observations. 

Are most astronomieal positions calculated rather than observed? 

The “most acute problem for making an absolute ehronology based on 
astronomieal tablets,” Furuli elaims, is that many, “perhaps most positions of 
the lieavenly bodies on such tablets, are calculated rather than observed.” (p. 
15) 

Is it possible that the Babylonian astronomers could retrocalculate all or 
most of the phenomena reeorded on astronomieal tablets? Are there 
indieations in the reeorded data that they did just that? 

As discussed in GTR 4 , Ch. 4, Babylonian astronomers reeognized the 
various eyeles of the sun, the moon, and the five planets visible to the naked 
eye. It is elear that at an early stage they were able to prediet or retrocalculate 
eertain phenomena, such as the occurrences of lunar eelipses and eertain 
planetary positions. Does this mean, then, that all or most of the phenomena 
reeorded on the astronomieal tablets might have been computed rather than 
observed, as Furuli elaims? 

Phenomena that Babylonian astronomers were able to calculate 

In support of the idea that most of the reeorded positions of the heavenly 
bodies on the astronomieal tablets might have been calculated rather than 
observed, Furuli presents on page 39 three isolated quotations. All but the first 
of the referenees and footnotes are confused, ineomplete, or wrong. 

The first quotation, taken from Bertel L. van der Waerden’s work, Seienee 
Aìvakening (Vol. II, 1974, pp. 281, 282), deals with the ability of the Babylonian 
astronomers to calculate the time that a planet entered a eertain zodiaeal sign or 
the position it held when it could not be observed because of clouds or because 
it was too near to the sun. These calculations presuppose that Babylonian 
astronomers had worked out theories for dating and loeating eertain recurring 
planetary phenomena and had tables at hand that listed planetary positions at 
regular intervals. Such lists, which were termed “ephemerides” by Professor 
Otto Neugebauer, are ealled “eardinal tables” by van der Waerden. All extant 
tables of this kind are late, almost all dating from the 3rd to the lst centuries 
BCE. 

The next quotation, erroneously aseribed to van der Waerden, is actually 
from Otto Neugebauer’s three-volume work, A-Strono?)iical Cuneiform Texts (1955, 
Vol. II, p. 281). Neugebauer’s work does not deal with the obsen>ational tablets 
but is exclusively devoted to the arithmetieal astronomieal texts (mainly the tables 
of ephemerides mentioned above) from the last few centuries BCE. It is in his 
discussion of such texts that Neugebauer points to “the minute role played by 
direet observation in the computation of the ephemerides,” a statement that 
Furuli greatly stresses by repeating it in extra bold type in a box on the page. 
What does Neugebauer really mean? 
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To be able to work out theories about the regular occurrence of planetary 
phenomena, the Babylonians needed numerous observations of the planets 
over long periods. Such observations were provided by the astronomieal 
arehives available sinee the middle of the 8th century BCE. When planetary 
theories were íinally worked out, planetary tables could be used for calculating 
planetary positions when direet observations were not possible. Astronomieal 
observational tablets, therefore, such as diaries and planetary texts, eontain 
observations as well as oeeasional calculadons. This is pointed out by van der 
Waerden in Furuli’s 3rd quotation. 

In this quotation, van der Waerden speaks of the diffienlty of deeiding 
“whether text data were observed or calculated.” Furuli does not explain that 
van der Waerden is discussing a text that Furuli, on page 128, elaims to be “the 
tablet which is most important for Persian ehronology, Strm Kambjis 400.” Van 
der Waerden’s statement is particularly applieable to this text, which seems to 
eontain mainly calculations. Some seholars even question whether it reeords anj 
observations. 

It is elear that Babylonian astronomers could calculate a number of 
astronomieal phenomena. At an early stage, they were using the Saros eyele for 
calculating and predieting the occurrences of lunar eelipses. As shown by the 
later ephemeride tables, they also learned how to calculate and prediet the 
occurrences of eertain periodie planetary phenomena such as first and last 
visibilities, stationary points, and retrogradations. But does this mean that they 
were able to calculate or prediet all the different astronomieal phenomena 
reported on the observational tablets? 

Phenomena the Babylonian astronomers were unable to calculate 

Although the Babylonian astronomers were able to calculate and prediet 
eertain astronomieal events, the observational texts—diaries, planetary texts, 
and eelipse texts—eontain reports of several phenomena and circumstances 
eonneeted with the observations that could not have been calculated. 

That the diaries usually reeord real obsen’ations is shown by their reports of 
elimatologieal phenomena. For example, the seribes repeatedly report when bad 
weather prevented astronomieal observations. We often find reports about 
“clouds and rain of various sorts, deseribed in detail by numerous teehnieal 
terms, as well as fog, mist, hail, thunder, lightning, winds from all direetions, 
often eold, and frequent ‘pisan dib’, of unknown meaning but always assoeiated 
with rain.” (Professor N. M. Swerdlow, The Babylonian Theoiy of the Planets, 
Prineeton FJniversity Press, 1998, p. 18) Other reeorded phenomena were 
rainbows, solar halos and river levels. None of these could have been 
retrocalculated much later. What, then, about the astronomieal phenomena? 

Discussing the various planetary phenomena reeorded in the texts, 
Swerdlow observes: 

“Conjunctions of planets with the moon and other planets, with their 

distanees, could neither be calculated by the ephemerides nor predieted 

by periodieities.” (Swerdlow, op. át., p. 23) 
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Swerdlow farther explains: 

“The distanees of planets from normal stars could be predieted,” but 
“there was no way of predieting distanees of the moon from planets or 
of planets from eaeh other.” ( ibid p. 173) 

Note that VAT 4956 reeords a number of such— for the Babylonian 
astronomers— unpredictable and incalculable phenomena. 

What about the lunar eelipse reports? Could they have been computed at a 
later date? In referring to the 18-year texts (the “Saros eyele texts”), Furuli uses 
the term “Saros tablets,” but he does not make it elear whether he is referring 
to all extant 18-year tablets (about a dozen) or to a particular group of such 
texts. On page 40, he mentions two sets of tablets that use the 18-year Saros 
seheme. The fìrst, he says, eovers the period from 747 to 315 BCE. His 
footnote 51 shows that the set eonsists of lunar eelipse tablets LBAT 1413- 
1417 and 1419 (= Nos. 1-4 in Hunger, ADT, Vol. V). The other “set” he 
mentions is actually just one tablet that seholars generally refer to as the “Saros 
Tablet,” BM 34576 (= No. 34 in ADT, Vol. V). It eovers the 468-year period 
from 567 to 99 BCE. 

But Furuli does not explain that the fìrst of his two “sets” is a series of 
observational texts that reeord both observed and predieted lunar eelipses at 18- 
year intervals, whereas the Saros Tablet belongs to a small group of fìve 
theoretieal texts that do not reeord any lunar eelipse observations at 18-year 
intervals but eontain only tables of royal names and dates at 18-year intervals. 
(See John M. Steele in ADT, Vol. V, pp. 390-393.) The Saros Tablet does show 
some traees of a possible eelipse report, but this appears at the bottom of the 
reverse side after the 18-year table. It is written at right angles to the main text 
and is elearly separated from it. 

Despite this basie differenee between the obsenational and theoretieal 18-year 
tablets, Furuli seems to regard all of them as “hypothetieal tablets,” which is 
ineorreet. In addition, his use of the plural term “Saros tablets” is confusing, as 
he does not elearly explain which 18-year texts he is referring to apart from the 
Saros Tablet, BM 34576. 

With respeet to the eelipse observations reported on the lunar eelipse 
tablets, including the Saros eyele tablets (discussed in GTR 4 , Ch. 4, C), the 
Babylonian astronomers were eertainly able to prediet and retrocalculate the 
oeeimenees of lunar eelipses, but they were unable to prediet or ealeirlate a 
number of important details about them. This is discussed by Dr. John M. 
Steele in his work, Observations and Tredietions ofEelipse Times bj Earlj Astronomers 
(Dordreeht, Boston, and London: Kluwer Aeademie Publishers, 2000) and in 
the artiele, “Eelipse Predietion in Mesopotamia.” {Arehive for Elistoj of Exact 
Seienees, Vol. 54, 2000, pp. 421-454) 

Commenting on the elaim that the eelipse reeords on the lunar eelipse 
tablets rnight be retrocalculations by Babylonian astronomers in the Seletreid 
era, Steele explains: 

”You were absolutely right when you argued that the Babylonians 
could not have retroealerrlated the early eelipse reeords. The Saros eyele 
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could have been used to deterniine the date of eelipses, even centuries 
earlier, but none of the Babylonian methods could have allowed them to 
calculate circumstances such as the direetion of the eelipse shadow, the 
visibility of planets during the eelipse, and eertainly not the direetion of 
the wind during the eelipse, which we find in early reports (e.g. Text No 
3 in Hunger’s latest book states that the eelipse shadow erossed the 
moon’s surface in a southerly direetion during the eelipse in Bel-ibni’s l st 
year [Obv, I, 2-5], and Obv II, 1-7 says that the west wind blew during 
the eelipse of BC 686 Oet 15). Although the Babylonians could calculate 
the time of the eelipses, they could not do so to the same level of 
accuracy as they could observe—there is a elear differenee of accuracy 
between eelipses they said were observed and those they say were 
predieted (this is discussed in my book), which proves that the ‘observed’ 
eelipses really were observed. 

It is true that the Saros Canon texts published most reeently by Aaboe et al 
in 1991 are retrocalculated—but they are theoretieal texts and should be 
eonsidered separately from the observational material of the Diaries and the 
eelipse texts in Hunger’s book. The observational material alone is enough to 
eonfìrm Parker & Dubberstein’s ehronology, with only very minor, and non- 
cumulative, eorreetions.” (Communication Steele to Jonsson, Mareh 27, 2003) 

Most of the eontents of the observational texts are observations 

Although the observational texts, due to particular circumstances such as 
bad weather, oeeasionally eontain calculated events, most of the entries are 
demonstrably based on actual observations. That this is the ease with the 
Diaries is direedy indieated by the Akkadian name engraved at the end and on 
the edges of these tablets: natsam sha ginè, which means “regular watching.” 
(Sachs/Hunger, ADT, Vol. I, p. 11) 

Seholars who have examined these tablets in detail agree that they eontain 
mosdy genuine observations. Professor Hermann Hunger gives the following 
deseription of the various kinds of astronomieal data reeorded in the Diaries: 

“Lunar Six [i.e., the time differenees between the settings and risings 
of the sun and the moon just before and after opposition]; planetary 
phases, like first and last visibility ... conjunctions between planets and 
the so-ealled Normal Stars ... eelipses; solstiees and equinoxes; 
phenomena of Sirius. Toward the end of the 3rd century B.C., Diaries 
begin to reeord the dates when a planet moved from one zodiaeal sign 
into another. The rest of the Diaries’ eontents is non-astronomieal.” 

Hunger adds: 

“Almost all of these items are observations. Exceptions are the solstiees, 
equinoxes, and Sirius data, which were computed aeeording to a seheme 
... furthermore, in many instanees when Lunar Sixes, lunar or solar 
eelipses, or planetary phases could not be observed, a date or time is 
nevertheless given, marked as not observed. Expected passings of 
Normal Stars by the moon are sometimes reeorded as missed because of 
bad weather, but never is a distanee between moon and Normal Star 
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given as computed.” (Hermann Hunger in N. M. Swerdlow (ed.), Anàent 
Astronomy and Celestial Divination, London: The MIT Press, 1999, pp. 77, 

78; emphasis added) 

Steele similarly concludes: 

“Most of the eontents of the Diaries represent observations; however, where 
observations were unavailable, for example because of bad weather or 
because an event was expected to occur at a moment when the heavenly 
body was below the horizon, then predietions were entered in their 
plaee. In addition, some data reeorded in the Diaries, such as solstiees 
and equinoxes, were always predieted.” (John M. Steele, “Eelipse 
Predietion in Mesopotamia,” Arehive for History ofExact Seienees, Vol. 54, 
2000, p. 429; emphasis added) 

Whether an entry is based on observation or calculation is often direedy 
stated in the text itself. ln the eelipse reports, this is usually indieated by the 
terminology. Steele explains: 

“As a general mle, eelipse predietions ean be distinguished from 
observations by the terminology used: sin AN-KUio denotes an 
observed eelipse of the moon, whereas the opposite order, AN-KUio sin, 
refers to a predieted lunar eelipse (for solar eelipses sin is replaeed by 
samás). Furthermore, predieted eelipses are usually deseribed as being sá 
DIB meaning that they would be omitted when the luminary was below 
the horizon, or ki PAP NLT IGI meaning ‘watched for, but not seen’ 
when the antieipated eelipse failed to appear.” ( ibid ., p. 429) 

In summary, Furuli’s elaim that “perhaps most positions of the heavenly 
bodies on such tablets, are calculated rather than observed” is groundless. It is 
reíhted by statements in the tablets themselves and by the faet that they eontain 
data that the Babylonians were unable to calculate. These circumstances are 
diametrieally opposed to the suggesdon that the data in the astronomieal diary 
VAT 4956 rnight have been calculated later so that possibly “there never was 
an ‘original tablet’.” (Furuli, p. 30) 

Furuli elaborates on this mistaken idea on page 40. Pointing out that VAT 
4956 and Strm Kambys 400 “have the eharaeteristies of being eopies,” he then 
goes on to eonsider “possible ways that such eopies could be made by a seribe 
in the 2nd century B.C.E.” He imagines that a seribe could make up such 
tablets by using “three different sehemes that were at his disposition:” 1) a 
seheme of 18-year Saros eyeles; 2) a seheme of regnal years of consecutive 
kings going backward in time, and 3) a seheme of interealary months. Then he 
states: “By a eombination of these three sehemes, no observation was 
neeessary, but a sophistieated ehronology could be made for hundreds of years 
backward in time.” 

As was demonstrated above, the theory that VAT 4956 and other 
observational texts could have been made up at a much later time is nothing 
but a wild imagining. The idea is just wishful thinking based on insufficient 
knowledge of the astronomieal tablets. 
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A theory of desperation 

If the entries on the observational tablets—diaries, and lunar and planetary 
tablets—reeord mostly demonstrably genuine observations, and if the 
Babylonian astronomers were unable to compute and retrocalculate many of 
the astronomieal and other data reported, how, then, is it possible for anyone to 
wriggle out of the evidenee provided by these tablets? 

Because the tablets often eontain so many detailed observations dated to 
speeifìe regnal years that they ean be safely fixed to particular Julian years, the 
only eseape is to question the authenticity of the regnalyear tmmbers found on the 
tablets. 

This is what Furuli does. He imagines that “a seribe could sit down in the 
2nd century and make a tablet partly of some phenomena eovering many years, 
partiy on the basis of theory (the three sehemes) and partly on the basis of 
tablets from a library” that might show real observations. Then, upon diseovery 
that the dates on the library tablets eonflieted with the theoretieal data, “these 
erroneous data could be used to ‘eorreet’ the eorreet data of his library tablet, to 
the effeet that the tablet he was making would eontain wrong data of regnal 
years.” (Furuli, p. 41) 

Furuli indieates that not only the dates on the lunar and planetary tablets but 
also the dates on the diaries might have been tampered with by the Seleucid 
seholars in the same way. Referring again to the faet that the earliest extant 
diaries are eopies, he says: 

“But what about the regnal year(s) of a king that are written on such 

tablets? Have they been ealibrated to fit an ineorreet theoretieal 

ehronologieal seheme, or have they been eopied eorreetly?” (Fumli, p. 

42) 

Furuli realizes, of course, that Fiis Oslo Chronology is thoroughly 
eontradieted by the Babylonian astronomieal tablets. That is the reason he 
proposes, as a last resort, the theory that these tablets might have been redated 
by Seleucid seholars to bring them into agreement with their own supposed 
theoretieal ehronology for earlier times. Is this seenario likely? What does it 
imply? 

The seale of the supposed Seleucid ehronologieal revisions 

To what extent does Furuli’s Oslo Chronology differ from the traditional 
ehronology? In a ehronologieal table on pages 219-225 eovering the 208 years 
of the Persian era (539-331 BCE), Furuli shows, reign by reign, the differenee 
between his ehronology and the traditional one. It turns out that the only 
agreement between the two are the dating of the reigns of Cyrus and 
Cambyses—the period from the fall of Babylon (539 BCE) to 523/2 BCE, a 
period of 17 years. By giving Bardiya one full year of reign after Cambyses, 
Furuli moves the whole 36-year reign of Darius I one year fonvard, as 
mentioned earlier. Then he moves the reigns of Darius’ successors Xerxes and 
Artaxerxes I 10 years backward by adding 10 years to the reign of the latter, 
ereating a eoregeney of 11 years between Darius I and Xerxes. 
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But Furuli also assigns a one-year reign to the usurper Sogdianus between 
Artaxerxes I and Darius II. The effeet of this is that the remaining reigns up to 
331 BCE are all moved one year forward. The end result is that Furuli’s Oslo 
Chronology is at varianee with the traditional ehronology for the Persian era for 
191 of its 208 years, or for 92 pereent of the period. 

But this is not all. As mentioned in the introduction, Furuli wants to add 20 
extra years to the Neo-Babylonian period somewhere after the reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar—between 562 and 539 BCE. The effeet of this—what Furuli 
ealls the “domino effeet”—is that not only the reign of Nebuchadnezzar but all 
the reigns of his predeeessors are moved backward 20 years. 

Because the Babylonian astronomieal arehive starts with the reign of 
Nabonassar, 747-734 BCE, Fumli’s Oslo Chronology is at varianee with the 
traditional ehronology for most, if not the whole, of the Babylonian era from 
747 to 539 BCE. This means that the disagreement between the two runs to 
more than 90 pereent of the 416-year period from 747 to 331 BCE. This also 
means that the Oslo Chronology is eontradieted by more than 90 pereent of the 
astronomieal observational texts—diaries, eelipse texts, and planetary texts— 
dated to this period. Because these tablets reeord thousands of observadons 
dated to particular regnal years, months, and days within this period, we begin 
to get some idea of the seale of the ehronologieal revisions the Seleucid 
seholars must have engaged in—aeeording to Fumli’s theory. Yet, this is only a 
fraetion of the full seope of the neeessary revisions. 

The seope of the original astronomieal arehive 

It should be kept in mind that the arehive of ea. 1300 nonmathematieal and 
prineipally observational astronomieal cuneiform tablets is only a fraetion of 
the seope of the original arehive available to the Seleucid seholars. In a lecture 
held at a eonferenee in 1994, Professor Hunger explained: 

“To give you an idea of how much was originally eontained in that 
arehive, and how much is still preserved, I made a few rough estimates. 
From well preserved Diaries, I found that in eaeh month about 15 lunar 
and 5 planetary positions, both in relation to Normal Stars, are reported. 
Also, every month the so-ealled lunar Six are reeorded. Eaeh year will in 
addition eontain 3 Sirius phases, 2 solstiees and 2 equinoxes, at least 4 
eelipse possibilities or eelipses, and about 25 planetary phases. Together, 
this results in about 350 astronomieal observations per year. In 600 
years, 210,000 observations are accumulated. Now I do not know 
whether the arehive was ever eomplete to this extent. Sometimes eopies 
of older Diaries indieate that things were missing in the original. But on 
the ivhole, this is the order of magnitude. By counting the number of 
reasonably (i.e., not eompletely, but more than half) preserved months, I 
arrived at ea. 400 months preserved in dated Diaries (undated fragments 
do not help for the purposes of this lecture). If we eompare this to a 
duration of 600 years for the arehive, we see that we havepreserved ea. 5% of 
the ??ionths in Diaries.” (H. Hunger, “Non-Mathematieal Astronomieal 
Texts and Their Relationships,” in N. M. Swerdlow (ed fAneient 



Furuli’s First Book 427 


Astronomy and Celestial Divination, London: The MIT Press, 1999, p. 82; 

emphasis added) 

If only five pereent of the original Babylonian astronomieal arehive is 
preserved today, the seale of the ehronologieal revisions Furuli thinks Seleucid 
eopyists engaged in beeomes apparent. To bring their whole arehive into 
harmony with their supposed theoretieal ehronology, they would have had to 
redate thousands of tablets and tens of thousands of observations. Is it likely 
that they believed so strongly in a supposed theoretieal ehronology that they 
bothered to redate four centuries’ worth of arehives eontaining thousands of 
tablets? The idea is absurd. 

We ean also ask why the Seleucid seholars would work out a theoretieal 
ehronology for earlier eentories when a reliable ehronology for the whole 
period baek to the middle of the 8th eentory could easily be extracted from the 
extensive astronomieal arehive at their disposal. Is it not much more realistie to 
conclude that their ehronology was exacdy the one found in the inherited 
arehive of tablets, an arehive that had been stadied and expanded by successive 
generations of seholars up to and including their own? 

It should be noted that, to make any elaims at all about dates in his Oslo 
ehronology, Furuli must rely on the dating of the tablets that the Seleucids 
supposedly revised. But if one assumes that his ehronology is valid, then so 
must be the dates reeorded on the tablets—which destroys his elaim that the 
Seleucids revised the tablets. Thus, Furuli’s argument is internally ineonsistent 
and eannot be eorreet. 

Another problem is what beeame of the original pre-Seleucid tablets. A 
neeessary consequence of Furuli’s theory is that almost all extant tablets should 
refleet only the erroneous theoretieal ehronology of the Seleucid seholars, not 
what Furuli regards as the original and true ehronology—the Oslo Chronology. 
In his view, therefore, all or almost all extant tablets ean only be the late revised 
eopies of the Seleucid seholars. Thus, on page 64, he elaims: “As in the ease of 
the astronomieal diaries on elay tablets, we do not have the autographs of the 
Biblieal books, but only eopies.” This is eertainly true of the Biblieal books, but 
is it true of the astronomieal diaries? Is there any evidenee to show that all the 
astronomieal tablets preserved today are only eopies from the Seleucid era? 

Are all extant tablets late eopies from the Seleiieid era? 

It is eertainly true that some of the earliest diaries, including VAT 4956, are 
later eopies. They frequendy refleet the stmggle of the eopyist to understand 
the aneient documents they were eopying, some of which were broken or 
othenvise damaged. Twice in the text of VAT 4956, for example, the eopyist 
added the eomment “broken off,” indieating he was unable to deeipher some 
word in the original. Often the documents used arehaie terminology that the 
eopyists tried to modernize. What about diaries from later times? 

As an example, there are about 25 diaries from the reign of Artaxerxes II 
(404-358 BCE), 11 of which not only preserve the dates (year, month, day) but 
also the name of the king. (Sachs/Hunger, ADT, Vol. I, pp. 66-141) Some of 
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them are extensive and eontain numerous observations (e.g., nos. -372 and - 
366). None of these tablets show any of the above-mentioned signs of being 
later eopies. Is it likely, then, that they, or at least some of them, are originals? 

This question was sent to Professor Hunger a few years ago. He answered: 

“In my opinion, the diaries from the time of Artaxerxes II ean all be 
from his reign. You know that the larger diaries are all eopies in the 
sense that they are eolleedons of smaller tablets which eovered shorter 
periods. But that does not mean that they were eopied much later. To 
me it would make most sense if after every half a year the notes were 
eopied into one niee exemplar. I had a quick look through the edition 
and did not find any remarks like ‘broken’ which are an indieation that 
the seribe eopied an older original. So I would answer your question ‘is it 
likely’ by ‘Yes’.” (Hunger to Jonsson, January 26, 2001) 

These tablets, therefore, do not refleet any “theoretieal ehronology” 
supposedly invented by the later Seleucid seholars. The tablets rnight very well 
be original documents. We eannot take it for granted that they are late eopies 
from the Seleucid era. And the same holds tme, not only for the diaries from 
the reign of Artaxerxes II but for most of the observational tablets dating from 
before the Seleucid era. 

Even if some of the diaries and other tablets dated to the earliest centuries 
are later eopies, it is not known how late these eopies are, or whether they were 
eopied in the Seleucid period or earlier. One interesting example is the lunar 
eelipse tablet LBAT 1420 (No. 6 in Hunger’s ADT, Vol. V). This tablet 
eontains annual reeords of lunar eelipses dated to the first 29 years of 
Nebuchadnezzar. (See GTR 4 , Ch. 4, C-3) Steele says of it that “this text was 
probably eompiled not long after its íinal entry in -575 [= 576 BCE].” (Arehive 
for Histoiy of Exact Sàenees, Vol. 54, 2000, p. 432) But even if the eompilation 
was made in the mid-6th century BCE, the question still is whether the tablet is 
a eopy or not. If it is a eopy, how late is it? Steele explains: 

“In answer to your question, there is nothing conclusive in the text 
that points to a date of eomposition as the mid-sixth century. However, 
some of the terminology points to an early date, for example, the 
inclusion of US ‘(time-)degrees’ after the timings is rare in late texts (the 
unit is usually just implied by the context), and the faets that the 
predieted eelipses have no times and the general laek of many details of 
the observed eelipses are also suggestive of an early date. There is no 
evidenee for the modernizing of terminology, but because the 
observations are quite brief there are not many oeeasions where 
modernizing could have taken plaee (it is easier to spot in things like star 
names and the ways in which the moon and planets are said to be near 
eertain stars, neither of which appear in this text). For these and other 
reasons, the text feels to me like it is eontemporary with the material it 
eontains. 

Now that all refers to the date on which the text was eomposed, not 
the date of the tablet. We have no idea whether this is an original text or 
one eopied in the Seleucid period. (The appearanee of a ‘variant’ time in 
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Obv. I, 4’, which I failed to mention in my book, does not neeessarily 
imply the text has been eopied—it could just be that the seribe who 
eompiled the text had reports of this eelipse from 2 different observers.) 

If it is a eopy, then I think it is a straight eopy, with no attempt to ehange 
or modify the text. 

Because almost none of the diaries and other observational texts have 
eolophons, we ean never be sure whether texts are eopies or originals.” 

In conclusion, the theory that Seleucid seholars worked out an erroneous 
hypothetieal ehronology for earlier times that they systematieally embodied into 
the astronomieal tablets they were eopying eannot be supported by the available 
faets. It is not based on historieal reality and is a desperate attempt to save 
eherished but false dates. 


Chapter III - ”The languages and seript of the original documents” 
Linguistic pitfalls 

In this ehapter, Furuli says little about ehronology. He starts by deseribing 
some of the basie featares of the Akkadian, Aramaie, Hebrew, and Sumerian 
languages, with a view to discussing “to which extent the signs and peeriliarities 
of a language may be the cause of some of the eontradietory ehronologieal 
evidenee that we find.” (p. 47) He gives Akkadian the most spaee and gives the 
other three languages just a few paragraphs. 

On pages 49-56, Furuli provides general information about Akkadian signs 
for words, syllables, and numbers. In the middle of this discussion, on pages 
52-54, he attempts to identify Marduk, the ehief god of Babylon, as a 
deifieation of Nimrod. This is an old theory suggested byjulius Wellhausen in 
the late 19th eentary and subsequently pieked up by many others, including 
Alexander Hislop in The Two Tabylons (1916, 2nd ed. 1959, footnote on p. 44). It 
was adopted for some time by the Watchtower Soeiety, which presented it in 
the book “Babylon the Great Has Fallen!” God’s Kingdom Rules! (1963, pp. 33, 34) 
with arguments similar to those Furuli quotes from The International Standard 
Bible TLntyelopaedia, The TLmyelopaedia Britanniea, The Jeivish Tnyelopedia, and The 
Trn Babylons. The theory was included in the Watchtower Soeiety’s Bible 
dietionary Aid to Bibk Hnderstanding (1971, p. 668) but was dropped in the 
revised 1988 edition, lnsight on the Scriptures (Vol. 2, p. 974). It was still briefly 
mentioned in The \Vatchtoiver magazine of April 1, 1999, on page 11. 

On the modern reading and understanding of Akkadian, Furuli feels that, 
although, generally speaking, “we ean have eonfidenee in the translations of 
cuneiform tablets that have been published in English, German, Freneh and 
other languages ... it is important to be aware of the pitfalls” (p. 56). The 
pitfalls Furuli lists are: (1) the difficulty of pieeing together broken tablets, (2) 
the reeonstmetion of only partially legible signs, (3) the ehanged meaning of 
some signs through time, (4) the confusion of similar signs, and (5) the 
difficulty of eorreetly reading very small single signs. (p. 58) 
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Modern Akkadian seholars who have spent deeades examining cuneiform 
tablets are aware of these and other pitfalls, but Fumli’s experience in this area 
seems to be limited. Although he says that he is “able to read and work with 
original documents in Hebrew, Aramaie, Greek and Akkadian” (p. 14), he 
seems to have examined the majority of the tablets he discusses or refers to 
only seeond or third hand, by consulting published eopies, transeriptions, 
transliterations, and translations in works written by other seholars—some of 
which date from the late 19th century. That is evidently why, in the 
Introduction, Furuli says he is “interested to be informed about tablets where 
eollation indieate [sie] errors in the published transliterations or transeriptions.” 
(p. 14, ftn. 5; ef. also p. 58, ftn. 67) If such tablets are used in a seholarly work 
in support of a revised ehronology, the eollations should preeede, not follow, 
publication. This stipulation is particularly important for a work that the author 
elaims is aimed at replaeing Parker and Dubberstein’s elassieal study from 1956 
on Babjlonian Chronology. 

For many years, I have asked modern Akkadian seholars to eollate original 
tablets with odd dates in published translations, including a mirnber of those 
used by Furuli and his eoreligionists in support of their alternative ehronology, 
often with disastrous results for the suggested revisions. Therefore, when Furuli 
elaims that “seores of tablets have been published with anomalous dates, 
particularly in the New Babylonian Empire” (p. 58), it would be interesting to 
know which tablets he is referring to and to what extent he has had their dates 
eollated afresh. 

The mysterioiis Marduk-shar-usur 

As one example of “possible reading errors,” Furuli refers on page 60 to a 
Neo-Babylonian tablet that Chad W. St. Boscawen found in 1877 among the 
Egibi tablets that had just arrived at the British Museum from Iraq. The tablet 
was dated to day 23, month 9 (Kislev), year 3 of a Neo-Babylonian king, whose 
name Boscawen first read as Marduk-sar-uzur. 

Boscawen plaeed the name in a separate Addenda of a paper that was read 
before The Soeiety of Biblieal Arehaeology in London on June 5, 1877. At a 
discussion held the following month (not the next year, as Fumli writes), on 
July 3, 1877, Boscawen stated that, on further examination, he had arrived at 
the conclusion that Marduk-sar-uzur “is a variant name for Nergal-sar-uzur” 
(i.e., Neriglissar). He explained: 

“When we have some 2,000 tablets to go through, and to read names, 
which, as everyone who has studied Assyrian knows, is the most diffieirlt 
part, because it is not easy always to reeognize the same name, as it may 
be written four or five different ways, you may judge it is an arduous 
task. I have eopied two apparently different names; but aftenvards found 
them to be variants of the same name.” ( Transaetìons of the Soeiety ofBiblieal 
Arehaeology (TSBA), Vol. VI, 1878, p. 78 and pp. 108-111) 

Attempting to extend the Neo-Babylonian period (as required by the 
Watchtower Soeiety’s ehronology), Furuli had argued in an earlier paper that 
Marduk-shar-usur must have been an extra, unknown king who ruled for at 
least three years during the Neo-Babylonian period. I discussed this idea at 
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length in Snpplement to The Gentile Times Keeonsidered (1989), pp. 20-24. (See also 
the eomments on Marduk-shar-usur in GTR 4 , App. for Ch. 3, ftn. 24.) Because 
Boscawen did not give the BM mirnber of the tablet, it could not be identiíied 
and eollated at that time. But in his new book, Furuli identifies the tablet as BM 
30599, a transliteration and translation of which is published as No. 83 in 
Ronald H. Saek’s Neriglissar—King of Babjlon (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener 
Verlag, 1994, pp. 224, 225). Furuli’s identifieation seems eonvineing: The date 
on BM 30599 is the same as that given by Boscawen, “month Kislev, 23rd day, 
in the third year.” Boscawen further adds that “the eontraeting parties are 
Idina-Marduk son of Basa, son of Nursin; and among the witnesses, Dayan- 
Marduk son of Musezib.” (TSBA VI, p. 78) The same individuals also appear 
on BM 30599 (the latter not as a witness but as an aneestor of the seribe). Saek, 
however, reads the royal name on the tablet not as Marduk-shar-usur but as Nergal- 
sarra-usur (transliterated d U+GUR-LUGAL-SHESH). 

But Furuli seems unwilling to give up the idea that an unknown Neo- 
Babylonian king named Marduk-shar-usur might have existed. Not only does 
he argue that the cuneiform signs for Nergal and Marduk ean be confused but 
also that this “ean work both ways,” so that “it is possible that Boscawen’s 
reading was eorreet after all” and also that it eannot be excluded that some of 
the tablets aseribed to Nergal-shar-usur should have been read as Marduk-shar- 
usur. (p. 62) 

To determine whether such confusion is possible, I sent an email message 
to C. B. F. Walker at the British Museum and asked him to eollate the original 
tablet (BM 30599). In his answer, he states: 

“I have just taken BM 30599 out to eheek it, and I do not see how 
anyone could read the name as anything other than d U+GUR-LUGAL- 
SHESH. A reading Marduk-shar-usur would seem to be eompletely 
excluded. Our reeords show that the tablet was baked (and eleaned?) in 
1961, but it had been published by T G Pinehes in the 5* volume of 
Rawlinson’s Cuneiform inseriptions of IVestertì Asia, plate 67 no. 4 in a eopy 
which elearly shows d U+GUR. It was also published by Strassmaier in 
1885 ( Die babylonisehen lnsehrften im Museum gu lJverpooh Brill, Leiden, 
1885) no. 123, again elearly with d U+GLTR. So the reading eannot be put 
down to our eleansing the tablet in 1961, if we did.” (Walker to Jonsson, 
Oetober 15, 2003) 

An anonymous Jehovah’s Witness seholar from South Ameriea, who has 
been investigating this subject, has sinee written to a mimber of Assyriologists 
around the world about the matter. None of the 11 seholars who responded 
agree with Furuli’s suppositions. One of them, Dr. Cornelia Wunsch in 
London, who also personally eollated the original tablet, pointed out that “the 
tablet is in good eondition” and that there is “no doubt about Nergal, as 
published in 5R 64,4 by Pinehes. More than 100 years ago he already eorreeted 
the misreading by Boscawen.” She also explains that “Boscawen was not a great 
seholar. He relied heavily on the notes that G. Smith had taken when he first 
saw the tablets in Baghdad.” (Cf. GTR 4 , Ch. 3, B-3a, ftn. 67) 
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Clearly, Furuli has been trying to make too much of Boscawen’s misreading 
of this tablet, pardy because he had not eollated, or asked anyone to eollate, the 
original tablet before he published his book and evidendy also, as shown by his 
eomments, because his knowledge of Akkadian is insuffident. 

A seeond witness to a Neo-Babylonian king Marduk-shar-usur? 

In further support of the possible existence of a king named Marduk-shar- 
usur, Furuli refers to “another tablet from New Babylonian times (BM 56709) 
dated on the 12th day, month x, in the lst year of a king whose name starts 
with Marduk, but where the rest is broken. This king is unknown.” (p. 61) This 
text is listed in the Catalogue of the Babjlonian Tablets in the British Museum (CBT), 
Vol. 6 (London: The Tmstees of the British Museum, 1986, p. 215). In an 
unpublished list of “Corrections and additions to CBT 6-8” (Mon, Mar 18, 
1996), which Walker keeps at the British Museum, Walker gives the following 
eomments on the text: 

“56709 Marduk-[...] 12/-/1 Dated at Borsippa. CT 55, 92 (not CT 56, 
356). 

The tablet is probably early Neo-Babylonian.” 

Note the word “probably” and the words “early Neo-Babylonian.” This is a 
suggestion. Furthermore, seholars often use the term “Neo-Babylonian” to 
deseribe a more extended period than 625-539 BCE. The Assjrian Dietionaij, for 
example, starts the period at about 1150 BCE and ends it in the 4th century 
BCE. (see GTR 4 , Ch. 3, ftn. 1) Maybe this is how Walker uses the term here. 
The names of about a dozen Babylonian kings between ea. 1150 and 625 BCE 
begin with Marduk-, including Marduk-apla-iddina II (the Biblieal Merodaeh- 
Baladan, lsa. 39:1, who ruled in Babylon twice, 721-710 and 703 BCE), and 
Marduk-zakir-shumi II (703). Thus, as the royal name is only partially legible 
and we don’t know exactly to which period the tablet belongs, it is useless for 
ehronologieal purposes. 

The examples above show how important it is to have the original tablets 
eollated before using seemingly odd dates or royal names found in published 
translations to support ehronologieal revisions. They also show that such 
readings should be done by experienced seholars who are lingriistieally 
eompetent. 


Chapter IV - “Old ehronologieal accounts of the New Babylonian kings” 

Chapter 4 eonsists of two parts. In the fìrst part, pp. 66-75, which I will eall 
part A, Furuli reviews some of the aneient seeondary and tertiary sources that 
eontain information about Neo-Babylonian kings and their reigns. In the 
seeond part, pp. 75-92, which I will eall part B, he discusses six of the Biblieal 
passages that mention a period of 70 years, elaiming that they all refer to the 
same period—namely, a period of eomplete desolation of Judah and Jemsalem 
during the Jewish exile in Babylonia. This aeeords with the view of the 
Watchtower Soeiety. 
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Seeondary and tertiary sources 

Furuli’s presentation of the seeondary and tertiary sources for the Neo- 
Babylonian ehronology seems to be based mainly on the surveys of R. P. 
Dougherty in Nabonidm and Belsha^ar (New Haven: Yale FJniversity Press, 
1929, pp. 7-10) and Ronald. H. Saek in Nerìglissar—King of Babjlon (Neukirchen— 
Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1994, pp. 1-22). Most of the aneient authors that 
Furuli mentions lived hundreds of years after the Neo-Babylonian era, and their 
wridngs, which are preserved only in very late eopies, often give distorted royal 
names and regnal years. Most of these sources, therefore, are useless for 
ehronologieal purposes. (See GTR 4 , Ch. 3, A). This ean be seen in Furuli’s table 
on page 74, in which he lists the eoneordant ehronology for the Neo- 
Babylonian era given by Berossus (3rd century BCE) and Ptolemy’s Royal 
Canon, together with the eonflieting figures of Polyhistor (lst century BCE), 
Josephus (lst eenmry CE), the Talmud (5th eenmry CE), Syncellus (e. 800 CE), 
and, strangely, a totally eormpt kinglist from 1498 CE. Putting such distorted 
sources in the same table with Berossus and the Ptolemaie Canon—the two 
most reliable ehronologieal sources for the Neo-Babylonian era next to the 
cuneiform documents themselves—suggests that the sources are equally 
unreliable and should not be tmsted. That this is the purpose of the table is 
obvious from Furuli’s eomments on its eonílieting fìgures: 

“The spread of numbers in the table shows that different 
ehronologies regarding the New Babylonian kings existed from old timesf 
and “that there mre matty different traditions deseribing the New Babylonian 
ehronology.” (pp. 74, 75; emphasis added) 

But this is not really what Fumli’s table shows. Rather, it demonstrates to 
what extent figures ean ehange through time and ean be distorted by being 
quoted and eopied time and again by various authors and eopyists over a period 
of nearly 2000 years. 

Furuli starts by stating that “the modern model of the New Babylonian and 
Persian ehronology was not eonstmeted on the basis of Babylonian sources, 
but rather on the basis of seeondary or tertiary sources from other plaees.” (p. 
66) But this statement is a distortion because it suggests that the new 
foundation of ehronology is the same as the old one. Furuli should have added 
that, in the latter half of the 19th century, the thousands of Babylonian 
cuneiform documents found in Mesopotamia that beeame available to seholars 
enabled them to eonstmet a new foundation for Neo-Babylonian ehronology 
direetly on primary sources. Furuli has eommitted the fallaey known as 
“suppressed evidenee” because his argument fails to eonsider relevant faets. 

Berossus on the Neo-Babylonian reigns 

Berossus’ Neo-Babylonian ehronology, says Saek, “most elosely 
eorresponds to that of the cuneiform documents.” (Saek, op. át., p. 7) Furuli 
quotes this statement on page 67, but on the next page he mentions some of 
the mythologieal material and errors in Berossus’ discussion of earlier 
Babylonian periods. The obvious purpose of this is to eall into question 
Berossus’ statements about Neo-Babylonian ehronology. This is a form of ad 
hominem argument ealled “poisoning the well,” in which someone presents 
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unfavorable information (true or false) about an opponent to suggest that any 
elaim he makes is probably false. In other words, it is an attempt to bias the 
audience. 

The only differenee between Berossus’ writings and eontemporary Neo- 
Babylonian cuneiform sources is that Berossus assigns Labashi-Marduk a reign 
of nine months instead of two or three. Referring to this differenee, Furuli 
quotes Saek’s statement that “it is hardly iikely (in view of his overall accuracy) 
that Berossus could have been ineorreet in his figures for the reign of this latter 
monareh.” Saek does not mean that Berossus’ figure of nine months is eorreet 
but that, in view of Berossus’ overall accuracy, his original figure for Labashi- 
Marduk must have been eorreet. He holds that the figure nine is most likely a 
seribal error arising during mamiseript transmission. He concurs with the 
explanation of Parker and Dubberstein that the Greek letter theta (used for 
number 9) is most likely a mistake for an original letter beta (used for number 
2). These two letters are rather similar and could easily be confused in aneient 
handwritten manuscripts. Saek states: 

“This position seems all the more sensible sinee the earliest text from 
the reign of Nabonidus (May 25, 556 BC) is elearly dated nearly a full 
month prior to the latest document bearing the name of Labashi-Marduk 
(June 20, 556 BC).” (R. H. Saek, op. eit., 1994, p. 7) 

Furuli fails to inform the reader of Saek’s elarifieations. 

In a further attempt to undermine eonfidenee in Berossus’ information 
about the Neo-Babylonian reigns, Furuli quotes Berossus’ English translator 
Stanley Mayer Burstein, who points out that “the Babyloniaea eontains a number 
of errors of simple faet of which, eertainly, the most ílagrant is the statement 
that Nabopolassar ruled Egypt.” (p. 67) But is this error really that flagrant? 
Berossus does not say that Nabopolassar conquered Egypt after Neeho’s defeat at 
Harran; instead he deseribes the Pharaoh as a rebellious satrap “who had been 
posted to Egypt, Coele-Syria, and Phoenieia.” Posted [or plaeed, tetagménod\ 
how? 

Assyria eontrolled Egypt in the 7th eentory BCE, and Ashurbanipal installed 
Psammetichus I (664-610 BCE) as a vassal ruler in Memphis. LTnder 
Psammetichus’ long mle, Egypt gradually gained independenee and finally 
beeame an ally of Assyria against Babylon. After the Babylonians finally emshed 
the Assyrian empire in 609 BCE (despite Egypt’s assistanee), the Babylonians 
regarded former Assyrian territories as their inheritanee, even though some 
territories immediately started to fight for independenee. From the Babylonian 
point of view, then, the defeated Pharaoh Neeho would be regarded as a 
rebellious satrap because, on retreating from Harran in 609 BCE, Neeho 
appropriated the Hattu area (Syria-Palestine) in the west. The Jewish historian 
Dr. Menahem Stern gives the following eomments about Berossus’ statement: 

“From the point of view of those who regarded the neo-Babylonian 
empire as a continuation of the Assyrian, the conquest of Coele-Syria 
and Phoenieia by the Egyptian mler might be interpreted as the rape of 
Babylonian territory.” (M. Stern, Greek and Latin Anthors on Jem and 
Jtidaism, Vol. I, Jemsalem: Jemsalem Aeademie Press, 1974, p. 59) 
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Flavius Josephus’ eonílieting statements 

Furuli’s discussion of Flavius Josephus’ information about the Neo- 
Babylonian ehronology is not reliable because it is partially based on an 
obsolete text of Josephus’ works. He starts by quoting Josephus’ distorted 
tigures for the Neo-Babylonian reigns at Antiquities X,xi,l-2: 

“Nabopolassar 29 years, Nebuchadnezzar 43 years, Amel-Marduk 18 
years, Neriglissar 40 years.” (p. 69) 

Furuli got these fìgures from William Whiston’s antiquated translation of 
1737, which was based on a text that is no longer aeeepted as the best textual 
witness. Had he consulted a modern translation of Josephus’ Antiquities, he 
would have diseovered that Nabopolassar, at least, is eorreetly given 21—not 
29—years. (See, for example, Ralph Marcus’ translation in the Loeb Classical 
Library.) 

Furuli believes that Josephus mentions the wrong figure elsewhere. Still 
following Whiston’s obsolete translation, he states in footnote 90 on page 69: 

“In Against Apion, seet. 17 [error for 1,19], Nabopolassar is aseribed 
29 years, but this is a quote from Berossus. Josephus does not mention 
Nabopolassar and the length of his reign elsewhere.” 

This statement, too, is wrong. Against Apion 1,19, like Antiquities X,xi,l, 
assigns Nabopolassar 21 years, aeeording to all modern textual editions of 
Against Apion. * 


* Excursion: The best textual editions of Josephus’ Against Apion are those of 
Benedictus Niese in Flavii Iosephi Opera, Vol. V (Berlin: Weidmann, 1889), Samuel 
Adrianus Naber in Flavii Iosephi Opera Omnia, Vol. VI (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1896), 
H. St. J. Thaekeray in Josephus (= Vol. 38:1 in the Loeb Classical Library, London: 
William Heinemann, and New York: G. P. Putnamn’s Sons, 1926), and Théodore 
Reinaeh 8s Léon Blum, Flavius Josèphe Oontre Apion (Paris: Soeiété d’Èdition “Les 
Belles Lettres,” 1930). William Whiston’s translation was based on manuscripts that 
go baek to one from the 12th century preserved in Florenz, Codex Laurentianus plut. 
lxix 22, usually referred to as L. Although this is the oldest preserved Greek 
manuscript of Against Apion, the best textual witness of Josephus’ excerpts from 
Berossus in 1,19 is Eusebius’ quotations from Josephus’ Against Apion in his 
Preparation for the Gospel, Book IX, ehapter XL, and also in the Armenian version of 
his Ohroniele, 24,29 and 25,5. Both works give Nabopolassar 21 years. This figure is 
further supported by the Latin translation (”Lat.”) of Against Apion made in the 6th 
century. (C. Boysen, Flavii Iosephi Opera ex Versione Latina Antiqua VI:II [= Vol. 
XXXVII in the Vienna Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum\, 1898, p. 30. See 
also the eomments on the textual witnesses by Alfred von Gutschmid in his 
“Vorlesungen ílber Josephus’ Bíieher,” published in Kleine Sehriften [ed. by Franz 
Rtihl], Band 4, Leipzig, 1893, pp. 500, 501). Josephus’ Antiquities X,xi,l elearly gives 
Nabopolassar a reign of 21 years. The figure 29 given in Codex Laurentianus (L) from 
the 12th century (on which all later manuscripts are based) is, therefore, 
demonstrably a late distortion that is eorreeted in all modern textual editions of 
Against Apion and Antiquities. (See also the eomments by Thaekeray, op. eit., pp. xviii, 
xix.) 
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At the end of page 69, Furuli quotes two widely separated seetions from 
Against Apion. The first is taken from Against Apion 1,19 (§§ 131,132), in which 
Josephus is referred to as saying that, aeeording to Berossus, 

“ [Nabopolassar] sent his son Nabuchodonosor with a large army to 
Egypt and to our country, on hearing that these people had revolted, and 
how he defeated them all, burnt the temple at Jemsalem, dislodged and 
transported our entire population to Babylon, with the result that the eity 
lay desolate for seventy years until the time of Cyrus, king of Persia.” 

The remarkable thing about this statement is that it plaees the burning of 
the temple in the reign of Nabopolassar. But it actually took plaee 18 years later 
during the 18th year of his son and successor Nebuchadnezzar. The result is 
that Josephus, who here regards the 70 years as a period of desolation, starts 
the period in the last year of Nabopolassar (i.e., in 605 BCE). Furuli is quoting 
from Thaekeray’s translation in the Loeb Classical Library and, in a footnote at 
the bottom of the page, quotes Thaekeray: “The burning of the temple, not 
mentioned in the extract which follows, is presumably interpolated by 
Josephus, and erroneously plaeed in the reign of Nabopolassar.” Clearly, 
Josephus’ applieation of the 70 years in this passage is based on a serious 
distortion of his sources. He seems to have confused events eoneerning 
Jemsalem in the last year of Nabopolassar’s reign with events in the 18th year 
of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign. 

Furuli’s next quotation, which he plaees direetly after the first, is taken from 
Against Apion 1,21 (§ 154), and begins: 

“This statement is both eorreet and in aeeordanee with our books.” 

This might give a reader the impression that Josephus is still speaking of the 
70-year-long desolate state of Jemsalem in Fumli’s preeeding quotation. But, as 
stated above, the two quotations are from widely separated seetions. Josephus 
is referring to his lengthy quotation from Berossus in the immediately 
preeeding seetion (1,20, §§ 146-153), in which Berossus gives the length of all 
the Neo-Babylonian kings from Nebuchadnezzar to Nabonidus: 
Nebuchadnezzar 43 years, Awel-Marduk 2 years, Neriglissar 4 years, Labashi- 
Marduk 9 months, and Nabonidus 17 years. It is this ehronology Josephus 
refers to when he immediately goes on to say that it “is both eorreet and in 
aeeordanee with our books.” {Against Apion 1,21, § 154) He then explains wbj it 
is eorreet: 

“For in the latter [the Scriptures] it is reeorded that Nabuchodonosor 
in the eighteenth year of his reign devastated our temple, that for fifty 
years it eeased to exist, that in the seeond year of the reign of Cyrus the 
foundations were laid, and lastly that in the seeond year of the reign of 
Darius it was eompleted.” 

Aeeording to Berossus’ figures, there were ea. 49 years from 
Nebuchadnezzar’s 18th year until the end of Nabonidus’ reign. Because the 
foundation of the temple was laid in the 2nd year of Cyrus (Ezra 3:8), Josephus’ 
statement that the temple had been desolate for “fifty years” is in agreement 
with Berossus’ ehronology. (For the textual evidenee supporting the figure 50 
in Against Apion, see GTR 4 , Ch. 7, A-3, ftn. 30.) 
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It is obvious that Josephus, in his works, repeatedly presents confusing and 
erroneous statements about the Neo-Babylonian reigns and eonflieting 
explanations of the period of Jemsalem’s desolation. It is only in his latest 
discussion, in which he quotes Berossus’ figures, that his statements ean be 
shown to roughly agree with reliable historieal sources. 

The ehronology of Ptolemy’s Canon—centuries older than Ptolemy 

How important are the writings of Claudius Ptolemy (2nd century CE) for 
the ehronology established for the Neo-Babylonian era? Furuli assigns them a 
deeisive role: 

“One of the most important sources for the present New Babylonian 
ehronology is Claudius Ptolemj (2nd century C.E.). As one author 
expressed it: ‘The data from the Almagest provide the baekbone for all 
modern ehronology of antiquity’.” (p. 70) 

The author quoted is Professor Otto Neugebauer, who until his death in 
1990 was a leading authority on the astronomieal cuneiform tablets. What did 
he mean? Did he mean that the aneient astronomieal observations that Claudius 
Ptolemy presented in Almagest still are the prineipal or perhaps even the sole 
basis for the absolute ehronology seholars have established for the Neo- 
Babylonian and Persian periods? As will be demonstrated below, definitely not. 

Recurring themes in Furuli’s book are (1) that the Neo-Babylonian and 
Persian ehronology builds on the writings of Claudius Ptolemy, (2) that 
Claudius Ptolemy was a fraud who falsified the aneient observations he used, 
and (3) that, therefore, the ehronology established for those aneient periods is 
false. As early as page 13, Furuli elaims: 

“The modern view of the ehronology of the old world builds on the 
writings of Claudius Ptolemy. Twenty-five years ago the geophysieist R. 

R. Newton argued that Ptolemy was a fraud because he elaimed he made 
observations when instead he made ealetilations backwards in time.” 

But Furuli’s thesis is a straw man, an argument without substance. No 
informed seholar today holds that the writings of Claudius Ptolemy are now the 
basis of the ehronology established for the Aneient Near East. True, Parker and 
Dubberstein stated half a century ago that they had used the Ptolemaie Canon 
and some other elassieal sources as a general basis for their Babylonian 
ehronology. But they went on to explain that they eheeked, eonfirmed, and 
improved this ehronology by using Babylonian cuneiform texts such as 
ehronieles, kinglists, eeonomie texts, and astronomieal tablets. (PD, 1956, p. 10) 

Furthermore, Claudius Ptolemy did not originally ereate the Ptolemaie 
Canon—he merely reprodneed an existing list of kings. As Professor Neugebauer 
(the author quoted by Furuli) onee pointed out, the eommon name of the 
kinglist, “Ptolemy’s Canon,” is a misnomer. This has been known for a long time. 
F. X. Ivugler and Eduard Meyer, for example, pointed out long ago that the list 
had been in use for centuries before Ptolemy. (For additional details and 
documentation about this, see GTR 4 , Ch. 3, A-2.) 
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Strangely, but apparently unknowingly, Furuli aeeepts this, in eontradietion 
to his strawman arguments. In the Introduction, he notes that the Ptolemaie 
seheme “fits perfeetly with the theoretieal eelipse seheme of Saros eyeles and 
interealary months” (pp. 13, 14), that is, the ehronology of the cuneiform 
tablets from the Seleucid era (312-64 BCE) that list dates at 18-year intervals for 
earlier periods. In a later discussion of a group of such Saros texts, Furuli points 
out (p. 97) that the group of tablets lie refers to gives an unbroken series of 
dates at 18-year intervals from year 31 of Darius I (491 BCE) down into the 
Seleucid era. He notes that the ehronology of these tablets, if eorreet, would 
rule out his Oslo Chronology (with its Darius/Xerxes eo-regeney and its 51- 
year reign of Artaxerxes I). The ehronology of the 18-year texts, Furuli admits, 
is the same as that of Ptolemy’s Canon: 

“It is quite elear that Ptolemy did not invent his ehronology of kings, 
but that he built on an already aeeepted ehronology. This ehronology 
was evidently the one the seribe(s) of the Saros tablets used.” (p. 98) 

The question, then, is: Because the ehronology of Ptolemy’s Canon for the 
Neo-Babylonian and Persian eras existed hundreds of years before Claudius 
Ptolemy, how ean Furuli elaim that “the modern view of the ehronology of the 
old world builds on the writings of Claudius Ptolemy”? This elaim is not true 
today, and Furuli knows it. Obviously, Ptolemy inherited his ehronology from 
earlier generations of seholars, although he might have added to it by updating 
it to his own time, as seholars had done before him and as others continued to 
do after him. (GTR 4 , p. 94, note 12 with referenee) Of course, this faet makes 
Furuli’s attempt to bias his readers against Ptolemy’s Canon irrelevant to the 
the question of ehronology. 

When Furuli speaks of “the writings of Claudius Ptolemy” as the basis of 
the ehronology of the old world, he reveals a remarkable ignoranee of the 
eontents of these writings. Of Ptolemy’s greatest and best known work, for 
example, Fumli says, 

“his work yAlmagest (Ptolemj’s eanon ) has tables showing Assyrian, 
Babylonian, Persian and Greek kings together with the years of their 
reigns.” (p. 70) 

Almagest eontains no such things. Strangely, Furuli seems to believe that 
Almagest is identieal to Ptolemy’s Canon. In Almagest , a work originally published 
in 13 volumes, Ptolemy summed up all the astronomieal and mathematieal 
knowledge of his time. How Furuli ean confuse Almagest with Ptolemy’s Canon, 
a ehronologieal table eovering about a page (GTR 4 , Ch. 3, A-2), is puzzling. 

True, the dates of events and aneient observations found in Almagest agree 
with the ehronology of the Canon and, like the Canon, it dates events from the 
beginning of the so-ealled “Nabonassar Era” (747 BCE). But Almagest never 
eontained the Ptolemaie Canon mth its ehronologieal tables. This kinglist was included in 
another work by Claudius Ptolemy known as the Handj Tables. 

Furuli discusses at length (pp. 70-73) Professor Robert R. Newton’s elaim 
that Claudius Ptolemy was a fraud, concluding that this is a problem because 
“researehers sinee the Middle ages ... have viewed Ptolemy’s historieal and 



Fumli’s First Book 439 


ehronologieal statements as trnth and nothing but the truth. This is the reason 
why Ptolemy’s statements are the very baekbone of the modern New 
Babylonian ehronology.” (p. 73) But Furuli admits that the ehronology of 
Ptolemy’s Canon existed hundreds of years before Ptolemy, so how ean 
accusations against Ptolemy be a problem? Whether he was a fraud or not is 
irrelevant to the evaluation of the reliability of the Vtolemaie Canon, which also, and more 
eorreetly, is ealled the Royal Canon. (See GTR 4 , Ch. 3, A-2, ftn. 21.) 

Ptolemy’s Canon—the foundation of aneient ehronology? 

So what about Neugebauer’s statement that “the data from the Almagest 
provide the baekbone for all modern ehronology of antiquity?” The answer is 
that Furuli quotes it out of context. It appears in Neugebauer’s work, A History 
of Anàent Mathematieal Astronomy, Part Three (Berlin/Heidelberg,/New York: 
Springer-Verlag, 1975, p. 1071), in a seetion in which Neugebauer deseribes 
“The Foundations of Historieal Chronology.” ln this seetion, he uses the word 
“modern” in the broader sense (i.e., the period sinee the breakthrough of 
modern astronomy in the 16th eentory). In the very next sentenee, Neugebauer 
mentions the “modern seholars” who he says used Ptolemy’s dates as a basis 
for their ehronology: Copernicus (1473-1543), Sealiger (1540-1609), Kepler 
(1571-1630), and Newton (1643-1727). 

Neugebauer’s statement, then, refers to the situation that has prevailed 
during the past 400 years. But he further explains that, more reeendy, securely 
established ehronologieal data of aneient observations have been obtained from 
the “great wealth of observational reeords assembled in Babylonia duhng the 
last three or four centuries B.C.” These data have enabled seholars to eheek the 
Canon and eoníìrm its reliability. (Neugebauer, pp. 1072,1073) 

Some years earlier, in a review of A. J. Saehs (ed.), Hate Babylonian 
Astronomieal and Kelated Texts (LBAT) (1955), Neugebauer emphasized the 
importanee of the Babylonian astronomieal texts for the Mesopotamian 
ehronology. Of their value for establishing the ehronology of the Seleucid era, 
for example, he explained: 

“Sinee planetary and lunar data of such variety and abundance define 
the date of a text with absolute accuracy—lunar positions with respeet to 
fìxed stars do not even allow 24 hours of uncertainty which is otherwise 
involved in lunar dates—we have here reeords of Seleucid history which 
are far more reliable than any other historieal source material at our 
disposal.” ( OrientalistischelJteraturyeitung , Vol. 52, Berlin, 1957, p. 133) 

A similar eonfirmation of the Ptolemaie ehronology has been established for 
earlier periods. The editor of the above-mentioned work, Professor Abraham J. 
Saehs, who was a leading authority on the astronomieal texts and also a elose 
friend and colleague of Neugebauer, explains how the cuneiform sources have 
provided an independent eonfirmation of Ptolemy’s kinglist baek to its very 
beginning, thus establishing the absolute ehronology of the Babylonian, 
Persian, and Seleucid eras. In the statement quoted below, Saehs speaks of 
Ptolemy’s kinglist as “Theon’s royal list” because it has traditionally been held 
that the mathematieian Theon (4th eentary CE) included the kinglist in his 
revision of Ptolemy’s Handy Tablets. This view has reeendy been questioned, so 
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“Theon’s royal list” could be as much a misnomer as is “Ptolemy’s Canon.” 
(Cf. Dr. Leo Depuydt in the Joumal of Cuneiform Stndies, Vol. 47, 1995, p. 104) 
Apart from this detail, Saehs makes the following eomparison between the 
kinglist and the cuneiform sources: 

“The absolute ehronology of the Babylonian first group of kings is 
easy to establish because, as has been mentioned, Ptolemy quotes the 
report of an eelipse in the time of king Mardokempados. Even more 
important, this absolute ehronology has been independendy eoniirmed 
by cuneiform texts from Babylon which eontain astronomieal 
observations. These mirnber more than 1000 pieees of day-to-day 
astronomieal observations of positions and phases of the Moon, 
Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter and Saturn, beginning around 650 B.C. 
and continuing, in inereasingly dense numbers, into the first century 
before the beginning of our era. Thanks to these astronomieal diaries, mmerom 
overlaps mth the royal list in Theon ’s Handy Tables have been established, alivays in 
agreement. In other eases, the lengths of the reigns of individual kings in 
Theon’s royal list ean be eonfirmed by the careful study of the dates 
given in contemporaneous eeonomie and administrative texts found in 
Babylonia; this is possible because for parts of the period eovered by the 
royal list, we have so many of these texts that they average out to one 
every few days. In this way - namely, by using Theon’s royal list, 
Babylonian astronomieal diaries, and Babylonian dated tablets— one is able 
to establish mth eonfidenee the absolnte ehronology baek to the middle of the eighth 
eentmy B.C., i.e. the reign of king Nabonassar of Babylon.” (A. J. Saehs, 
“Absolute dating from Mesopotamian reeords,” Thilosophieal Transaetions 
ofthe Koyal Soeiety ofTondon, Ser. A, Vol. 26,1971, p. 20; emphasis added) 

As Professor Saehs points out in this statement, the Royal Canon has been 
gradually replaeed in reeent times as the foundation of aneient ehronology by 
the many native sources from Babylonia, in particular by the great number of 
astronomieal cuneiform documents, which provide “numerous overlaps” with 
the Royal Canon, “always in agreement,” thereby replaeing it at these many 
points. The earlier role of the Royal Canon as the foundation of aneient 
ehronology has dwindled to a fraetion of the period it eovers. At some points, 
it is still needed as a tmsted eomplement because of its proven reliability. 
Depuydt, a renowned Egyptologist and speeialist on aneient ehronology who 
has been examining the history and reliability of the Royal Canon for a long 
time, aptly deseribes the shifting foundation of the ehronology of antiquity: 

“To the extant that the Canon’s veraeity is proven as the foundation 
of first millennium B.C.E. ehronology, to that extent the Canon will also 
beeome superfluous as a foundation. And even more remarkably, to the 
extent that its veraeity is not proven, for those parts it remains 
fundamental to first millennium B.C.E. ehronology.” (Leo Depuydt, 
“The Shifting Foundation of Aneient Chronology,” fortheoming in A.cts 
ofEnropean Assoàation of Arehaeologists, Meeting VIII) 
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It is a remarkable faet that Ptolemy’s kinglist has never been shown to be 
wrong. Depuydt emphasizes this in the artiele quoted above: 

“Is there any ehanee that the Canon is false? For four centuries now, 
the Canon has been put through countless eontaets with countless 
individual sources. To my knowledge, no one has ever found any serious 
reason to suspect that the Canon is not true. A kind of eommon sense 
about the Canon’s veraeity has therefore grown over the centuries. This 
eommon sense guarantees, in my opinion, that the Canon will remain 
fundamental to aneient ehronology.” 

Furuli’s “summary” of the seeondary and tertiary sources 

On page 92, Furuli gives a summary of the seeondary and tertiary sources he 
has presented: 

“In opposition to the Bible, Berossus, Polyhistor, Ptolemy and 
Syncellus II make room for only about 50 years of exile with the country 
laying desolate, while Josephus, the Talmud, Syncellus I, and 
Antiquitatum all agree on 70 years.” 

This is a strange summary. True, the ehronologies of Berossus and Ptolemy 
both indieate that Jemsalem lay desolate for 48 years, whereas the figures of 
Syncellus II indieate 50 years. But the figures of Polyhistor indieate a desolation 
period of 58 years. And the elaim that “Josephus, the Talmud, Syncellus I, and 
Antiquitatum all agree on 70 years” is almost totally wrong: 

(1) Josephus’ figures in Antiquities. X.xi.l-2 imply that Jemsalem lay desolate 
for 100 years. Tme, at some other plaees Josephus assigns 70 years to the 
period, but in one of them, as we saw, he dates the desolation of Jemsalem to 
the 21 st year of Nabopolassar. And, in his fìnal statement about the period, he 
says that the desolation lasted for 50 years. 

(2) The Talmud does not support Furuli. The figures he quotes from it—45 
regnal years for Nebuchadnezzar, 23 for Amel-Marduk, and no figures for the 
remaining kings—do not indieate any 70-year period. The ehronologieal treatise 
in the Talmud known as Seder Olam, in faet, states that Judah lay desolate for 
only 52 years. This treatise is one of the oldest parts of the Talmud, supposedly 
written by Rabbi Yose in the 3rd century CE. (C. Milikowsky, Seder Olatn, Vol. 
2, University Mierofilm International, Ann Arbor, Miehigan, 1981, pp. 535, 
543) 

(3) The figures that Furuli quotes from the late kinglist Antiquitatum assign 
30 years of reign to Nebuchadnezzar, 3 to Amel-Marduk, 6 to Nergal-shar- 
ussur, and none to Labashi-Marduk and Nabonidus. These figures do not point 
to any 70-year period, either. 

(4) The figures of Syncellus I indieate a 67-year period of desolation. 

Furuli’s statement that these four sources “all agree on 70 years,” then, is 
demonstrably false. 
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The Biblieal 70 years 

Furuli begins this seetion by stating that “the one who eonneets a particular 
number with the exile, is the prophet Jeremiah.” (p. 75) Earlier, on page 15, 
Furuli elaimed that “some of the texts unambiguously say that Jemsalem was a 
desolate waste during these 70 years.” And on page 17 he stated that “the Bible 
... says unambiguously that Jemsalem and the land of Judah were a desolate waste 
without inhabitants for a full 70 years.” 

But this is not what Jeremiah says. The prophet direedy applies the 70 years 
to the length ofí>abjilon ’s dominion over the nations , not to the length of the desolation 
of Jemsalem and the Jewish exile. This is in remarkable agreement with the 
established faets of history. Babylon’s supremacy in the Near East began with 
the fìnal shattering of Assyrian power in 610/609 BCE and ended with the fall 
of Babylon 70 years later in 539 BCE, exacdy as Jeremiah had stated: 

“these nations will serve the king of Babylon seventy years.”— 
Jeremiah 25:11 (NIV) 

“When seventy years are eompleted for Babylon, I will eome baek to 
you and fulíill my gracious promise to bring you baek to this plaee.”— 
Jeremiah 29:10 (NIV) 

These texts elearly apply the 70-year period to Babylon, not to Jemsalem. 
Furuli even adrnits this, stating that “the text does not say explicidy that it refers 
to an exile for the Jewish nation. If we make a grammatieal analysis in 25:11, we 
find that ‘these nations’ is the grammatieal subject, and in 29:10, ‘Babylon’ is 
the patient, that is, the nation that should experience the period of 70 years.” (p. 
75) 

Attempting to evade this undesirable conclusion, Fumli turns to the 70-year 
passages at Daniel 9:2 and 2 Chronicles 36:20, 21, stating that “the writers of 
Daniel and 2 Chronicles understood the words of Jeremiah to imply a 70-year 
exile for the Jewish nation.” After quoting the New International Version (NIV) 
for these two texts, he elaims: 

“As the analysis below shows, the words of Daniel and the 
Chronicler are unambiguous. They show definitely that Daniel and the 
Chronicler understood Jeremiah to prophesy about a 70-year period for 
the Jewish people when the land was desolate.” (p. 76) 

Because Daniel and the Chronicler lived after the end of the exile, they 
knew its real length and “could interpret Jeremiah’s words eorreetiy,” Furuli 
argues. Then he states: 

“A fundamental prineiple of interpretation which is universally 
aeeepted, is to interpret an ambiguous passage in the light of an 
unambiguous passage. In our ease we have two unambiguous passages, 
namely, Daniel 9:2 and 2 Chronicles 36:21, which apply the 70 years of 
the desolate eondition to Jemsalem. To start with the seemingly 
ambiguous words of Jeremiah 25:10 is to turn the matter upside down, 
because the mentioned prineiple is abandoned.” (p. 76) 
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The prineiple of interpretation Furuli refers to is eorreet. But does Furuli 
eorreetly use it? Is it really true that the passages at Daniel 9:2 and 2 Chronicles 
36:21 are unambiguous, whereas the statements of Jeremiah are ambiguousì A 
eritieal examination of Furuli’s lingmstie analyses of the passages reveals that 
the opposite is true. To start with the brief referenees to Jeremiah in Daniel and 
2 Chronicles, as Furuli does, is really to “turn the matter upside down” and 
abandon “the mentioned prineiple.” This will be shown in the following 
discussion. 

The 70 years at Daniel 9:2 

In his discussion of Daniel 9:2, Fumli first presents a transliteration of the 
text, aeeompanied by a word-for-word translation. It is followed by a íluent 
translation, which turns out to be the Watchtower Soeiety’s Nein World 
Translation (NWT, Vol. V, 1960; the rendering is the same in the revised 1984 
edition). Aeeording to this version, Daniel “diseerned by the books the number 
of years eoneerning which the word of Jehovah had occurred to Jeremiah the 
prophet, for fitlfìlling the devastations of Jemsalem, [namely,] 70 years.” 

This rendering might have been ehanged in a new, not-yet-published, 
revised edition of the NWT. In the revised Swedish edition of the NWT 
published in 2003, the text has been ehanged to say that Daniel “diseerned in 
the books the mirnber of years which aeeording to the word of Jehovah, that 
had eome to Jeremiah the prophet, would be eompleted eoneerning the 
desolate state ofjemsalem, namely, seventy years.” 

Note in particular that the phrase “for fulfilling the devastations of 
Jemsalem” has been ehanged to read “be eompleted eoneerning the desolate 
state of Jemsalem.” This brings the rendering of the text in elose agreement 
with that of the Danish linguist quoted below. 

Although Furuli repeatedly elaims that Daniel unambiguously states that 
Jemsalem would be desolate for 70 years, he feels the statement needs to be 
explained. He says: 

“A paraphrase of the eentral part of Daniel 9:2 could be: ‘God gave 

Jemsalem as a devastated eity 70 years to fill.’ There is no ambiguity in 

the Hebrew words.” (p. 77) 

But if Daniel’s statement is as elear and unambiguous as Furuli elaims, why 
does he feel it needs an exposition in the form of a paraphrase? Furuli’s 
paraphrase, in faet, gives the text a meaning that neither follows from his 
grammatieal analysis nor is obvious in the translation he quoted. 

The faet is that neither Jeremiah nor Daniel say that God “gave Jemsalem 
... 70 years to fill,” nor does Daniel say that “the desolation of Jemsalem muld 
last 70 years,” as NIV renders the clause. Both examples are paraphrases (ef. 
GTR 4 , Ch. 5, C-3) aimed at giving the text a speeifie interpretation. Another 
paraphrase, based on a careful grammatieal analysis of the text, points to a 
different understanding. The well-known Hebrew seholar and Bible 
eommentator Dr. Edward J. Young translates the last part of the passage as “to 
eomplete with respeet to the desolations of Jemsalem seventy years,” adding: 
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“The thought may be paraphrased: ‘With respeet to the desolation of 
Jemsalem, 70 years must be eompleted’.” (E. J. Young, The Propheg of 
Daniel, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1949, pp. 183, 184) 

In view of Daniel’s referenee to and dependenee on the statements of 
Jeremiah (25:12; 29:10-12), the text could as well be understood to mean that, 
with respeet to the desolate state of Jemsalem, the predieted 70 years of 
Babylonian dominion must be eompleted before the exiles could return to 
Jemsalem to bring its desolation to an end. The grammar elearly allows this 
meaning. There is no reason to believe that Daniel reinterpreted the elear 
statements of Jeremiah, as is required by Furuli’s interpretation of the text. 

It is obvious that Daniel links the 70 years to the desolate state of Jemsalem. 
The whole discussion in GTR 4 , Ch. 5, C is based on this. But the faet that 
Daniel links or ties the one period to the other is not the same as equating or 
identipying the one with the other. To link and to equate are two different things. 

In GTR 4 , Ch. 5, C-3, ftn. 33, the following literal transladon of Daniel 9:2 is 
quoted, based on a detailed grammatieal analysis of the text by a Danish 
colleague of mine, who is a professional linguistic seholar with an intimate 
knowledge of Biblieal Hebrew: 

“In his [Darius’] first regnal year, I, Daniel, aseertained, in the 
writings, that the mirnber of years, which aeeording to the word of 
JHWH to Jeremiah the prophet would be eompletely fulfìlled, with 
respeet to the desolate state of Jemsalem, were seventy years.” 

The linguist ended his analysis of Daniel’s statement by making the 
following preeise distinetion: 

“This statement in no way proves that Jemsalem itself would lay 
desolate for 70 years, only that this time period would be fulfìlled before 
the eity could be freed and rebuilt.” 

Other knowledgeable and careful Hebraists have made the same distinetion. 
In a lengthy eomment about Daniel 9:2, Professor Carl F. Keil pointed to the 
dependenee of the wording of Daniel 9:2 on Jeremiah 25:9-12 and explained: 

“With l e mal’ot (to falfil) the eontents of the words of Jehovah, as given 
by Jeremiah, are introduced. 1‘ehorbot does not stand for the accusative: to 
cause to be eomplete the desolation of Jemsalem (Hitzig), but l e signifies 
in respeet of, with regard to. This expression does not lean on Jer. xxix. 

10 (Kran.), but on Jer. xxv. 12 (‘when seventy years are aeeomplished’). 
eharabót, properly, desolated plaees, mins, here a desolated eondition. Jemsalem 
did not eertainly tie in minsfor seventyyears; the ivord is not thus to be interpreted, 
but is ehosen partly mth rferenee to the mrds of Jer. xxv. 9, 11. Yet the 
desolation began with the first taking of Jemsalem, and the deportation 
of Daniel and his eompanions and a part of the saered vessels of the 
temple, in the fourth year of Jehoiakim (606 [error for 605] B.C.). 

Consequently, in the firstyear of the reign ofDarins the Mede over the kingdom 
of the Chaldeans the seventyyears prophesied ofby Jeremiah mre nowfull, the petiod 
of the desolation ofjentsalem detennined by God ivas almost expiredP (C. F. Keil, 
Co?nmentary on the Old Testament, Vol. IX, pp. 321-322; emphasis added) 
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Keil, one of the greatest Hebrew seholars of the 19th century, regarded this 
as a fully possible understanding of the text and quite in harmony with the 
grammar of Daniel 9:2. The explanation presented in GTR 4 is, in faet, almost 
identieal to Keil’s. 

Thus, Furuli’s repeated elaim that Daniel unambiguously states that 
Jemsalem was desolate for 70 years does not follow from his own grammatieal 
analysis. Nor does it agree with the observations of careful Hebraists and 
linguisdc seholars. 

2 Chronicles 36:20, 21: Which event fulfílled the 70 years? 

Furuli begins by presenting a transliteration of 2 Chronicles 36:21, 
aeeompanied by a word-for-word translation and followed by the NWT 
rendering of the text: 

“21 to ftilfill Jehovah’s words by the mouth of Jeremiah, until the 
land had paid off its sabbaths. All the days of lying desolate it kept 
sabbath, to fulfill seventy years.” 

Note that this verse starts with a subordinate clause and, more speeifieally, 
with a purpose clause: “to ítilíill ...”. What event would ftilíill “Jehovah’s words 
by the mouth of Jeremiah?” To know this it is neeessary to examine the main 
or prineipal clause. But Fumli ignores the main clause, which is found in verse 
20. This verse says: 

“20 Furthermore, he (Nebuchadnezzar] earried off those remaining 
from the sword eaptive to Babylon, and they eame to be sen’ants to him and 
his sons nntil the royalty ofPersia began to reignf 

The verse refleets the propheeies of Jeremiah about the servitude. The 
writer of Chronicles elearly has the predietion at Jeremiah 27:7 in mind: 

“And all the nations shall serve him, and his son, and his grandson, 
until the time of his own land eomes.” 

After the fall of Assyria in 610/609 BCE, all the nations in the Near East 
were destined to serve the Babylonian king, his son, and his grandson as 
vassals. As Jeremiah explains in the next verse (27:8), the nation that reftised to 
serve the king of Babylon was to be destroyed. The Bible as well as secular 
history show that after the battle at Carchemish in 605 BCE Nebuchadnezzar 
subjugated the nations of the Hattu area (Syria-Palestine) and foreed them to 
beeome tribute-paying vassals. 

But the kings of Judah revolted and threw off the Babylonian yoke, which 
fìnally, two deeades after the initial conquest, brought about the predieted 
destruction of their land and eapital. The Jewish servimde, therefore, eame to 
mean less than 20years of vassal sen’iee intermpted by repeated rebellions. The rest 
of their servimde, about 49 years, had to be spent in exile in Babylonia. 

In his allusion to Jeremiah 27:7, the Chronicler does not mention “all the 
nations” but focuses only on the Jewish remnant that had been brought eaptive 
to Babylon after the desolation of Jemsalem. Until when would they have to 
serve the king of Babylon? As Jeremiah had said, ‘tintil the time of his own 
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land eomes,” which the Chronicler, who wrote after the fulfillment, could make 
speeifie—”until the royalty of Persia began to reign”—that is, until 539 BCE. 
The Persian conquest of Babylon brought the 70 years of servitude to an end, 
in firlfìllment of Jeremiah’s propheey, as the Chronicler goes on to point out in 
the next verse—the verse quoted and discussed by Furuli out of context: 

“21 to firlfill Jehovah’s words by the mouth of Jeremiah, until the 
land had paid off its sabbaths. All the days of lying desolate it kept 
sabbath, to fulfill seventy years.” 

Which of “Jehovah’s words by the mouth of Jeremiah” were firlfilled by the 
termination of the servitude through the Persian takeover in 539 BCE? It 
eannot have been the words in the rniddle of the verse—”until the land had 
paid off its sabbaths. All the days of lying desolate it kept sabbath”—because 
these statements are found nowhere in the book of Jeremiah. They are actually 
referenees to Leviticus 26:34, 35. If, for a moment, we disregard these 
interposed statements, the Chronicler’s explanation of Jeremiah’s 70-year 
propheey beeomes elear: 

“they eame to be servants to him and his sons until the royalty of 
Persia began to reign; to fiilfill ( 1‘mallói ) Jehovah’s words by the mouth of 
Jeremiah, ... to fitlfill {ìmallót) seventy years.” 

The obvious meaning is that the eessation of the servitude under Babylon 
by the Persian takeover in 539 BCE fitlfilled the 70-year propheey of Jeremiah. 
The Chronicler does not reinterpret Jeremiah’s statements to mean 70 years of 
desolation for Jemsalem, as Fumli elaims. On the eontrary, he stieks very 
elosely to Jeremiah’s deseription of the 70 years as a period of servitude under 
Babylon, and he ends this period with the fall of Babylon, exacdy as Jeremiah 
had predieted at Jeremiah 25:12 and 27:7. 

2 Chronicles 36:20, 21: What about the sabbath rest of the land? 

Why, then, did the Chronicler insert the statements from Leviticus 26:34, 35 
about the sabbath rest of the land? Evidendy because they explained why the 
land of the Jews finally had been depopulated and left eompletely desolated. 
Aeeording to Leviticus 26, this would be the ultimate punishment for their 
impenitent transgressions of the law, including the statnte about the sabbath 
rest of the land. Jehovah said he would “lay the land desolate” and let the Jews 
be seattered “among the nations.” (Leviticus 26:32, 33) This would make it 
possible for the land to enjoy its sabbaths: 

“Then the land will enjoy its sabbaths all the days of the desolation, 
ivhile you are in your enemies’ land\ then the land will rest and enjoy its 
sabbaths.”—Leviticus 26:34, NASB. 

The Chronicler’s statement that the Jewish remnant in Babylon (in their 
“enemies’ land”) eame to be servants to the kings of Babylon “until ( 'ad ) the 
royalty of Persia began to reign,” then, also implied that they served these 
Babylonian kings “until (ad) the land had paid off its sabbaths. All the days of 
lying desolate it kept sabbath.” (2 Chronicles 36:21) As noted above, the 
desolation ofJudah andjemsalem and the final deportation of “those 
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remaining from the sword eaptive to Babylon” (v. 20) occurred about two 
deeades after the servitude of “all the nations” had begun. The desolated state 
of the land, therefore, did not last 70 years but somewhat less than 50 years. 

Strietly speaking, the desolation of the land did not eease until the exiles had 
returned to Judah in the late summer or early autumn (Ezra 3:1) of (most likely) 
538 BCE (GTR 4 , Ch. 3, note 2). So we must conclude that either the exiles in 
some way continued to serve the king of Babylon until 538 or that the sabbath 
rest of the land ended in 539 BCE. 

The first option seems impossible to defend. How could the exiles have 
continued to serve the king of Babylon for another year after the fall of the 
empire and the dethronement of the king in 539 BCE? Is it possible, then, that 
the sabbath rest of the land ended in 539 BCE? 

It is quite possible that the Chronicler did not regard the year of the return 
(538 BCE) as the last year of the sabbath rest of the land. It is important to 
observe that, aeeording to the direetions at Leviticus 25:4, 5, the land should 
have eomplete rest during a sabbatieal year: 

“You shall not sow your field or prune your vineyard. You shall not 

reap the aftergrowth of your harvest or gather the grapes of your 

untrimmed vines.” 

The sabbatieal years were reekoned on a Tishri-to-Tishri basis. (Leviticus 
25:9) The Jewish remnant that returned in 538 BCE arrived late in the summer 
or early in the autumn, well before the month of Tishri (as is elearly indieated at 
Ezra 3:1), which began on September 16/17 thatyear (PD, p. 29). Because they 
needed food for the winter, it seems likely that they immediately started making 
preparations to obtain food. They could harvest olives and frnits such as grapes 
from untrimmed vines. Grapes were valuable food because they were dried as 
raisins and used as winter food. Thus, if it is eorreet that they harvested food 
upon their return (which seems likely), the last year of sabbath (eomplete) rest 
for the land eannot have been 538 but must have been the year that had ended 
immediately before Tishri 1 of 539 BCE. This could explain why the Chronicler 
ends the sabbath rest of the land and the servitude of the exiles at the same 
time (i.e., when the Persian kingdom eame to power in the autumn of 539 
BCE). 

2 Chronicles 36:20, 21: The Hebrew preposition ad —while or until? 

Furuli, of course, disagrees with the discussion above. His thesis is that the 
period of the desolation and sabbath rest of the land were identieal to the 70- 
year period of Jeremiah. In his analysis, he is trying to foree the Chronicler’s 
statements to eonform to this theory. 

This seems to be the reason why he argues that the Hebrew preposition ad 
in the clause, “until (ad) the land had paid off its sabbaths” ... “is better 
rendered while than as untilP (p. 79) This allows him to reeonstmet the verse as 
two parallels that say: 

“in order to fill the words spoken byjeremiah, while the land kept sabbath. 

in order to íill seventy years, it kept sabbath while it was desolate.” 
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Furuli adds: 

“As a linguist I know by experience that language is ambiguous. But 
the words of Daniel 9:2 and 2 Gironieles 36:21 are remarkably elear and 
unambiguous.” 

It is difficult to see how this is true even of Furuli’s retranslation and 
reeonstmetion of the verse. As stated earlier, his analysis of verse 21 ignores the 
contextual eonneetion with verse 20, in which we find the same preposition ad 
used in the clause “until (ad) the royalty of Persia began to reign.” Because both 
clauses with ad are aimed at explaining when the servitude ended, the 
translation of ad as “until” is the most natural in both verses. To render ad as 
“while” in verse 20, for example, would make it say that the Jewish remnant 
beeame servants of the king of Babylon “while the royalty of Persia began to 
reign,” a statement that is not only historieally false but nonsensieal. 

Most translations, therefore, render the preposition ad as “until” in both 
clauses. There are none, as far as I know, that render it “while” in the passage. 
The reason is not only that this is excluded by the context but also by the faet 
that ad seldom takes the meaning “while.” (The Neu> Brown-Drìver-Brìggs-Gesenius 
Hebmv and English Lexicon,1978, p. 725) 

Furuli’s attempt to assign the meaning “while” to ad is a ease of the fallaeies 
of argumentation known as “speeial pleading” and “assuming the conclusion.” 
For his argument to work, he needs ad to mean “while;” otherwise lris entire 
Oslo ehronology falls apart. 

Jeremiah 25:9-12: 70 years of servitude—for whom? 

In his discussion of Jeremiah 25:9-12, Fumli focuses on verse 11, which 
says: 

“And all this land must beeome a devastated plaee, an objeet of 
astonishment, and these nations mll sen>e the king of Babylon seventyyears .”— 

Jer. 25:11 (NIV) 

As was pointed out earlier, Furuli starts his discussion of the 70-year 
propheey by admitting that Jeremiah applies the 70 years to Babylon, not to 
Jemsalem. As he states on page 75: 

“If we make a grammatieal analysis in 25:11, we find that ‘these 
nations’ is the grammatieal subject, and in 29:10, ‘Babylon’ is the patient, 
that is, the nation that should experience the period of 70 years.” 

Having concluded (falsely, as has been shown above) that Daniel 9:2 and 2 
Chronicles 36:21 unambiguously state that Judah and Jemsalem lay desolate for 
70 years, Furuli realizes that the meaning of Jeremiah 25:11 has to be ehanged 
to be brought into agreement with his conclusion. 
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The clause “these nations will serve the king of Babylon seventy years” is 
very elear in Hebrew: 

weàbdu haggòyìm háèlleh et-meleeh bábel sivím 

sánáh 

and-will-serve-they the-nations these king [oí] Babel seventy 
year 

As Furuli points out (p. 82), the partiele et before meleeh babel (”king of 
Babel”) is a marker indieating that meleeh bàbel is the objeet. The word order is 
typieal in Hebrew: verb-subject-object. There are no grammatieal problems 
with the clause. It simply and unambiguously says that “these nations will serve 
the king of Babel seventy years.” Furuli, too, admits that “this is the most 
natural translation.” (p. 84) How, then, ean Furuli foree it to say something 
else? 

Furuli first elaims that “the subject (‘these nations’) is vague and 
unspecifìed.” Actually, it is not. It simply refers baek to “all these nations round 
about” referred to in verse 9. Furuli goes on to state that the subject in the 
clause might not be “these nations” in verse 11 but “this land” (Judah) and “its 
inhabitants” in verse 9. Verse 11, therefore, really says that it is only the 
inhabitants of Judah, not “these nations,” that will serve the king of Babylon 70 
years. How, then, is the occurrence of “these nations” in the clause to be 
explained? Fumli suggests that they rnight be part of the objeet, the king of 
Babel, who “would be a speeifieation of ’ these nations. The clause could then 
be translated: 

“and they will serve these nations, the king of Babel, seventy years” (p. 84) 

Furuli also suggests that the partiele et might not here be used as an objeet 
marker but as a preposition with the meaning “with.” Based on this 
explanation, the clause could even be translated: 

“and they will serve these nations together mth the king of Babel 

seventy years” (p. 84) 

These reeonstmetions are not supported by any Bible translations. Not only 
are they far-fetehed, they are refuted by the wider context. The predietion that 
the nations surrounding Judah would serve the king of Babylon is repeated in 
Jeremiah 27:7 in a way that is impossible to misunderstand: 

“And all the nations must serve him and his son and his grandson 

until the time even of his own land eomes.” 

The immediate context of the verse proves conclusively that “the nations” 
referred to include all the non-Jewish nations in the Near East. Furuli’s 
linguisdc aerobaties, therefore, are unnecessary, mistaken, and another ease of 
speeial pleading. 
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Jeremiah 25:9-12: Is the Septuagint version to be preferred? 

Furuli attempts to marshal support from the Septuagint version (LXX), 
stating that “we know that the Septuagint translators who worked with the 
book of Jeremiah in the third or seeond eentary B.C.E. used a different Vorlage 
than that of the Masoretie text [MT], perhaps a shortened form of the book.” 
(Furuli, p. 84) 

But this is not something “we know.” It is a theory suggested by some 
seholars, but there is no consensus about it. It has beeome popular because it is 
supposedly supported by a very fragmentary pieee of a Hebrew seroll found 
among the Dead Sea Serolls (DSS), 4QJer b . The fragment eontains parts of 
Jeremiah 9:22-10:21; 43:3-9, and 50:4-6. It partially follows LXX only at 
Jeremiah 10 by omitting verses 6-8 and inserting verse 9 in the middle of verse 
5. It also eontains several MT readings and also some unique readings. For 
these reasons, it eannot be said that this fragment refleets the Vorlage of LXX— 
if there ever was such a thing. As argued by M. Margaliot (’Jeremiah X 1-16: a 
re-examination,” Vetus Testamentmn, Vol. XXX, Fase. 3, 1980, pp. 295-308), 
there are strong reasons to believe that the LXX variations at ehapter 10 are 
seeondary and that MT here has the superior and authentic text. 

Interestingly, the five fragments of Jeremiah found among the Dead Sea 
Serolls together eontain parts of 29 of the 52 ehapters of the book. These 
mainly follow MT (with some deviations), and this is also true of the preserved 
parts of ehapter 25 (verses 7-8, 15-17, and 24-26). (See David L. Washburn, A 
Catalog of Biblieal Passages in the Deaeì Sea Serolls , Atlanta: Soeiety of Biblieal 
Literature, 2002, pp. 128-133) 

The LXX rendering of Jeremiah 25:11 makes the Jews servants among the 
nations for 70 years: 

“And all the land shall be a desoladon; and they shall serve among the 

nations seventy years.” 

Strangely, the LXX leaves out all referenees to Babylon and King 
Nebuchadnezzar in Jeremiah 25:1-12. This ereates a problem because when 
Jehoiakim had read and burned the seroll eontaining the propheey a few 
months after it had been given, he asked Jeremiah, also aeeordingto Jer-VXX: 

“Why is it that you have written on it, saying: ‘The king ofBabjlon will 

eome without fail and will eertainly bring this land to ruin and cause man 

and beast to eease from it?” (Jeremiah 36:29) 

Evidently the original seroll eontained referenees to the king of Babylon, 
which strongly indieates that Jer-MT rather than Jer-LXX represents the 
original text of Jeremiah 25:1-12. 

For additional eomments about the LXX version of Jeremiah, see GTR 4 , 
Ch. 5, A, ftn. 8. 
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Jeremiah 29:10: The meaning of the 70 years for Babylon 

Jeremiah 29:10 explicitly states that the 70 years refer to Babylon, not 
Jemsalem: 

“This is what the LORD says: ‘When seventy years are eompleted for 

Babjlon [tbàbel\ 1 will eome to you and fiilfill my gracious promise to 

bring you baek to this plaee [i.e., to Jemsalem].” (NIV) 

Furuli notes that most Bible translations render the preposition le as “to” or 
“for” and that only a very few (usually older) translations render it as “at” or 
“in.” (Fumli, p. 85) Of the latter, he mentions six: NWT, KJV, Harkavy, 
Spurrell, Lamsa, and the Swedish Church Bible of 1917. 

Alexander Harkavy’s edition from 1939 eontains the Hebrew text together 
with an English transladon. Furuli does not seem to have notieed that Harkavy 
states in the prefaee that the English translation is the Authori%ed Versìon, that is, 
the KJV. George Lamsa’s translation has been strongly eritieized because of its 
heavy dependenee on the KJV. Also in Jeremiah, ehapter 29, he almost 
slavishly follows KJV. His “at Babylon,” therefore, means nothing. I have not 
been able to eheek Helen Spurrell’s translation. It was published in London in 
1885, not 1985, as Fumli’ Bibliography erroneously shows, so it is not a 
modern translation. 

The Swedish Church Bible of 1917 has reeently been “replaeed” by two new 
translations, Bibel-2000 and Folkbibeln (1998). Both have “for Babylon” at 
Jeremiah 29:10. In answer to my questions, the translators of both translations 
emphasized that kbàbel at Jeremiah 29:10 means “for Babylon” not “at” or “in” 
Babylon. Remarkably, even the new revised Swedish edition of the NWT has 
ehanged the earlier “in Babylon” in the 1992 edition to “for Babylon” in the 
2003 edition. 

Because the rendering “for Babylon” eontradiets the theory that the 70 years 
refer to the period of Jemsalem’s desoladon, Furuli needs to defend the notably 
infrequent rendering “at” or “in” Babylon. He even elaims that the preposition 
“for” gives the 70 years “a fuzzy meaning:” 

”If ‘for’ is ehosen, the result is fiizziness, because the number 70 then 
looses all speeifie meaning. There is no partiettlar event marking their beginning 
nor their end, and the focus is wrong as well, because it is on Babylon rather 
than on the Jews.” (p. 86) 

This is an ineredible statement and another example of Furuli’s speeial 
pleading. It is difficult to believe that Furuli is totally ignorant of the faet that 
both the beginning and the end of Babylon’s supremacy in the Near East were 
marked by revolutionary events—the beginning by the final emshing of the 
Assyrian empire and the end by the fall of Babylon itself in 539 BCE. Surely he 
must know that, aeeording to secular ehronology, exactly 70 years passed 
between these two events. Modern authorities on the history of this period 
agree that the defìnite end of Assyria occurred in 610/609 BCE. In GTR 4 , Ch. 
5, G-2, for example, four leading seholars were quoted to this effeet: viz. 
Professor John Bright and three leading Assyriologists, Donald J. Wiseman, M. 
A. Dandamaev, and Stefan Zawadski. lt would be easy to multiply the number. 
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Another example is Professor Klas R.Veenhof, who eomments about the end 
of Assyria on pages 275 and 276 of his book Gesehkhte des Alten Orients bis %ur 
Zeit Alexanders des Grossen (Gòttingen, 2001). He deseribes how the last king of 
Assyria, Assuruballit II, after the destmetion of the eapital Nineveh in 612 
BCE, retreated to the provineial eapital Harran, the last Assyrian stronghold, 
where he succeeded in holding out for another three years, supported by Egypt. 
Veenhof writes: 

“It was to no advantage that Egypt supported Assyria; the Babylonian 
and Median arrnies took the eity in 610 B.C., and in the following year 
[609] they warded off their last defensive attempt. Therewith a great 
empire was dissolved.” (Translated from German) 

Realizing that the year 609 marks the natural starting point of the “seventy 
years for Babylon,” Professor jaek Finegan writes on pages 177 and 178 in the 
revised edition of his well-known Handbook of Biblieal Chronologj) (Peabody, 
Mass.: Hendriekson Publishers, 1998): 

“In Jeremiah 29:10 the promise of the Lord is to bring the people 
baek ‘when seventy years are eompleted for Babylon.’ In the history of 
the aneient Orient the defeat in 609 B.C. of Ashur-uballit II, ruler in the 
western eity of Haran of the last remnant of the Assyrian empire, by 
Nabopolassar of Babylon, marked the end of that empire and the rise to 
power of the Babylonian empire (§430). Then in 539 Cyrus the Persian 
marehed in vietory into Babylon (§329) and the seventy years of Babylon 
and the seventy years ofJewish eaptivity were ‘eompleted’ (709 [printing 
error for 609] - 539 = 70).” 

Certainly, no one acquainted with Neo-Babylonian history ean honesdy 
elaim that the 70 years “for Babylon” have a “fuzzy meaning” because no 
particular events mark the beginning and end of the period. 

Jeremiah 29:10: The Septuagint and Vulgate versions 

Furuli next points out that “the Septuagint has the dative form babjlónr but 
with “the most natural meaning being ‘at Babylon’.” The statement reveals a 
surprising ignoranee of aneient Greek. As every Greek seholar will point out, 
the natural meaning of the dative form babjlóni is “for Babylon.” It is an exact, 
literal translation of the original Hebrew frbàbel, which definitely means “for 
Babel” in this text, as will be discussed below. True, at Jeremiah 29:22 (LXX 
36:22) the dative form babjlóni is used in the loeal sense, “in Babel,” but we may 
notiee that it is preeeded by the Greek preposition en, “in,” to make this elear: 

“And from them a maledietion will eertainly be taken on the part of 
the entire body of exiles of Judah that is in Babylon ( en babjlóni)” 

Furuli further refers to the rendering of the Latin Vulgate, in Babjlone, which 
means, as he eorreedy explains, “in Babylon.” This translation most probably 
influenced the KJV of 1611, which in turn has iníluenced several other earlier 
translations. The point is that all translations derived from or influenced by the 
Vulgate, such as the KJV, are not independent sources. 
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Jeremiah 29:10: The Hebrew preposition l e ( lamed) 

The preposition l c is the most eommon preposition in the Hebrew Old 
Testament. Aeeording to a reeent count, it occurs 20,725 times, 1352 of which 
are found in the book of Jeremiah. (Ernst Jenni, Die hebrdisehen Prepositionen. 
Band 3: Die Praposition Damed, Stuttgart, ete.: Verlag Kohlhammer, 2000, p. 17) 
What does it mean at Jeremiah 29:10? Sinee the first edition of my book on the 
Gentile times (GTR) was published in 1983, this quesdon has been asked of 
dozens of qualiíied Hebraists around the world. I eontaeted some and so did 
some of my eorrespondents. Although some of the Hebraists explained that l c 
in a few expressions has a loeal sense (”in, at”), in most eases it does not, and 
they unanimously rejeet this meaning at Jeremiah 29:10. Some of them are 
quoted in GTR 4 (Ch. 5, B-2). 

Furuli disagrees with their view. He believes that because l c is used in a loeal 
sense in some expressions at a few plaees it is likely used in this sense also in 
Jeremiah 29:10. He argues: 

”Can it really be used in the loeal sense ‘at’? It eertainly ean, and The 
Dietionaiy of Classical Hebreiv lists about 30 examples of this meaning, one of 
which is Numbers 11:10, ‘eaeh man at (/<?) the entranee of his tent’. So, in eaeh 
ease when le is used, it is the context that must deeide its meaning. For example, 
in Jeremiah 51:2 the phrase lebàbel means ‘to Babylon’, because the preeeding 
verb is ‘to send’. But lirAshàlàm [the letters li at the beginning of the word is a 
eontraetion of le+yod\ in Jeremiah 3:17 in the clause, ‘all the nations will gather 
in ]erusale?>? has the loeal meaning ‘in Jerusalem > , and the same is true with the 
phrase lihudà in Jeremiah 40:11 in the clause, ‘the king of Babylon had left a 
remnant in ]udaìJ > . ” (p. 86) 

Well and good, but do these examples allow l c bàbel at Jeremiah 29:10 to be 
translated “in” or “at Babylon”? Is this really a likely translation? Is it even a 
possible one? This question was sent to Professor Ernst Jenni in Basel, 
Switzerland, who is undoubtedly the leading authority today on Hebrew 
prepositions. So far, he has written three volumes on three of the Hebrew 
prepositions, P (beth), k c (kaph), and l c (lamed). In Die hebraisehen Prepositionen. 
Band 3: Die Praposition Tamed (Stuttgart, ete.: Verlag Kohlhammer, 2000), he 
devotes 350 pages to the examination of À ETis answer of Oetober 1, 2003 was: 

“As I reeently have reeeived an inquiry from Germany eoneerning 
Jer. 29,10 (likewise in eonneetion with a theory of Jehovah’s Witnesses), 

I ean answer you relatively quickly. 

My treatment of this passage is found in the Tamed- book p. 109 
(heading 4363). The rendering in all modern eommentaries and 
translations is ‘for Babel’ (Babel as world power, not eity or land); this is 
elear from the language as well as also from the context. 

By the ‘loeal meaning’ a distinetion is to be made between where? 

(‘in, at’) and where to? (loeal direetional ‘to, towards’). The basie meaning 
of / is ‘with referenee to’, and with a following loeal speeifieation it ean 
be understood as loeal or loeal-direetional only in eertain adverbial e\pressions 
(e.g., Num. 11,10 [Glines DCH IV, 481 b] ‘at the entranee’, ef. Tamed pp. 
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256, 260, heading 8151). At Jer. 51,2 / is a personal dative (‘and send to 
Babel [as personified world power] winnowers, who will winnow it and 
empty its land’ (luimed pp. 84£, 94)). On Jer. 3,17 ‘to JemsalenT (loeal 
terminative), everything neeessary is in lu>med pp. 256, 270 and ZAH 1, 
1988,107-111. 

On the translations: LXX has with babylóni unambiguously a dative 
(‘for Babylon’). Only Vulgata has, to be sure, in Babylone, ‘in Babylon’, 
thus King James Version ‘at Babylon’, and so probably also the New 
World Translation. I hope to have served you with these informations 
and remain with kind regards, 

E. Jenni.” 

[Translated from the German. Emphasis added.] 

In view of this speeiíie and authoritative information, Furuli’s arguments for 
a loeal meaning of l e at Jeremiah 29:10 ean be safely dismissed. 

What about the 70 years at Zeehariah 1:12 and 7:5? 

That the 70-year texts at Zeehariah 1:12 and 7:5 refer to a period different 
from the one in Jeremiah, Daniel, and 2 Chronicles is demonstrated in detail in 
GTR 4 , Ch. 5, E-F. There is no need to repeat the argumentation here; most 
readers have aeeess to this work. Fumli’s attempt to equate the 70 years in 
Zeehariah with the 70 years of Jeremiah, Daniel, and the Chronicler evades the 
real problem. 

Aeeording to Zeehariah 1:12, Jemsalem and the eities of Judah had been 
denounced for “these seventy years.” If this denunciation ended when the Jews 
remrned from the exile after the fall of Babylon, as Furuli holds, why does our 
text show that the eities still were being denounced in the seeond year of 
Darius, 520/519 BCE? Furuli has no explanation for this, and he prefers not to 
eomment on the problem. 

The same holds true of Zeehariah 7:4, 5. How ean the 70 years of fasting 
have ended in 537 BCE, as Furuli elaims, when our text elearly shows that these 
fasts were still being held in the fourth year of Darius, 518/517 BCE? Furuli 
again ignores the problem. He just refers to the faet that the Hebrew verbs for 
“denounce,” “fast,” and “mourn” are all in the Hebrew perfeet, stating that, 
“There is nothing in the verbs themselves which demands that the 70 years 
were still continuing at speeeh time.” (p. 88) Tme, but they do not demand the 
opposite, either. The verb forms in the passage prove nothing. 

But the context does. It elearly shows that the eities were still being 
denounced “at speeeh time,” in 519 BCE, and that the fasts were still being 
held “at speeeh time,” in 517 BCE, about 70 years after the siege and 
destruction of Jemsalem in 589-587 BCE. That is why this question was raised 
in 519 BCE: Why is Jehovah still angry at Jemsalem and the eities? (Zeehariah 
1:7-12) And that is also why this question was raised in 517 BCE: Shall we 
i sontime to hold these fasts? (Zeehariah 7:1-12) Furuli’s interpretation (which 
eehoes the Watchtower Soeiety’s) implies that the demmeiation of the eities and 
the keeping of the fasts had been going on for about 90—not 70—years, 
direedy eontradieting the statements in the book of Zeehariah. 
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Is Fiimli’s 70-year desolation of Jemsalem supported by arehaeology? 

In note 126 on page 91, Furuli indieates that his theory of a 70-year-long 
desolation period for Jemsalem is supported by arehaeologieal findings. He 
quotes from an artiele written by Ephraim Stern, “The Babylonian Gap,” in 
BibliealArehaeology Rei’ieir (Vol. 26:6, 2000, pp. 45-51, 76). Stern points out: 

“For roughly half a century—from 604 B.C.E. to 538 B.C.E.—there 
is a eomplete gap in evidenee suggesting occupation.” (pp. 46-47) 

This would indieate a gap of about 68 years. But Furuli fails to explain that 
the destmetion that Stern dates to 604 BCE is the one caused by the 
Babylonian arrnies at their first capture of Judah and the surrounding nations in 
Nebuchadnezzar’s aeeession and first regnal years. This is evidendy the 
destmetion that Jeremiah, too, refers to at 25:18 and which he, too, dates to the 
first year of Nebuchadnezzar in 25:1. Evidendy the country was widely 
devastated by the Babylonian army on its first swing through Judah. (See the 
eomments on this in GTR 4 , Ch. 5, A-l, ftn. 10.) Of the destmetion of 
Jemsalem 18 years later—which Stern dates to 586 BCE—Stern writes: “The 
evidenee of this destmetion is widely eonfirmed in Jemsalem excavations.” (p. 
46) A careful examinadon of Stern’s artiele shows that there is nothing in it that 
supports Furuli’s views of the 70 years. This is also tme of Stern’s more reeent 
artiele on the same subject, “The Babylonian Gap: The Arehaeologieal Reality,” 
published in the Jonrnalfor the Study ofthe Old Testament (JSOT), Vol. 28:3 (2004), 
pp. 273-277. 

The Biblieal 70 years—Fiimli’s “different approaeh” 

In the last few pages of ehapter 4, Furuli deseribes his approaeh to the 
Biblieal propheeies on the 70 years as “different.” Different how? It is different, 
he says, because he allows the Bible to take preeedenee over secular historieal 
sources. He attempts to show this by eomparing his approaeh with the 
discussion of the 70 years written by the Seventh Day Adventist seholar Ross 
E. Winkle. Furuli brings up Winkle’s discussion, he says, because he is the only 
seholar known to him who uses a lingmstie approaeh to the 70-year passages: 

“The only person I am aware of who has discussed the propheeies of 
the exile from a linguistic point of view and in a seholarly way is a 
seholar writing in an Adventist periodieal.” (p. 89) 

This is a gross overstatement. I have many eommentaries and artieles that 
discuss these passages from a lingmstie point of view. Nevertheless, Winkle’s 
discussion is excellent. It was published in 1987 in the seholarly SDA 
publication Andrem Vniversity Seminary Stndies (AUSS,Vols. 25:2 and 25:3). As a 
subscriber to that journal, I read Winkle’s artieles in 1987 and was surprised to 
find out how remarkably similar most of his observations and conclusions were 
to my own, published four years earlier in GTR 1 . (See the eomments on this in 
GTR 4 , Ch. 5, G-2, ftn. 57.) 

Furuli explains that the differenee between Winkle’s approaeh and his own 
is that Winkle “interprets the words of Daniel and the Chronicler in the light of 
his understanding of the traditional ehronology. I, on the other hand, start with 
the words of Daniel and the Chronicler, which I argue are unambiguous, and 
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ehoose the understanding of Jeremiah 25 and 29 which aeeords with the words 
of Daniel and the Chronicler: the traditional ehronology is not taken into 
account at all.” (p. 90) Furuli then makes some eomments about Winkle’s 
analysis of 2 Chronicles 36:20-22, concluding that it is “foreed” and 
“unnatural” because his basis “is a faith in the traditional ehronology.” (p. 91) 

This is not a fair deseription of either Winkle’s approaeh or of Furuli’s own. 
In this review of the first four ehapters of Furuli’s book, we have seen a 
number of insurmountable difficulties that his Oslo Chronology ereates not 
only with respeet to the extra-Biblical historieal sources but also with the Bible 
itself. 

The amount of evidenee against Furuli’s revised ehronology provided by the 
cuneiform documents—in particular the astronomieal tablets—is enormous. 
Furuli’s attempts to explain away this evidenee are of no avail. His idea that 
most, if not all, of the astronomieal data reeorded on the tablets might have 
been retrocalculated in a later period is demonstrably false. Fumli’s final, 
desperate theory that the Seleucid astronomers—and there were many— 
systematieally redated almost the whole astronomieal arehive inherited from 
earlier generations of seholars is divoreed from reality. 

With respeet to the Biblieal passages on the 70 years, we have seen to what 
extremes Furuli has been foreed to go in his attempts to bring them in 
agreement with his theory. He has been unable to prove his repeated elaim that 
the 70-year passages in Daniel and 2 Chronicles unambiguously state that 
Jemsalem was desolate for 70 years. His linguistic interpretation of 2 Chronicles 
36:21 is miseonstmed because he ignores the main clause in verse 20, which 
plainly makes the servitude end at the Persian conquest of Babylon in 539 BCE. 
Furuli’s linguistic rerenderings of the passages in Jeremiah are no better. To 
reeoneile Jeremiah 25:11 with his theory, he admits that he must diseard “the 
most natural translation” of the verse. And to bring Jeremiah 29:10 into 
agreement with his theory, he must rejeet the near-universal rendering “for 
Babylon” in favor of the unsupportable “in Babylon” or “at Babylon”— 
translations rejeeted by all eompetent modern Hebraists. 

Furuli’s approaeh, then, is not Biblieal but seetarìan. As a eonservative 
Jehovah’s Witness “seholar”, he is prepared to go to any length to foree the 
Biblieal passages and the historieal sources into agreement with the Watchtower 
Soeiety’s Gentile times ehronology—a ehronology that is the foundation 
eornerstone of the movement’s elaim to God-given authority. As I have amply 
documented in this review, this seetarian agenda forees Furuli to invent 
ineredible explanations of the relevant sources, Biblieal as well as extra- 
Biblieal. 
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by Rolf Furuli (RF), Oslo 2003. 

By Kristen Jorgensen (2004) 

[Bditor’s note: Kristen Jorgensen is a professional Danish 
linguist with a sound knowledge of the Biblieal languages.] 


This reeent book purports to be a seientiíie treatment of the subject given in 
the title, by a Nonvegian seholar introducing himself as a lecturer of Semitie 
languages at Oslo University. The greater part of it eonsists of a discussion of 
aneient Middle East ehronology based on astronomieal observations found on 
elay tablets and in other old written sources. However, the only part to be 
discussed here is the material found in ehapter four, on pages 75-92, and in the 
abstraet on page 15. A elose reading of this ehapter ereates serious doubts 
about the intentions of the author, however, as his aim seems merely to prove 
his seetarian views about the title theme. Right from the outset it points in that 
direetion, as evideneed both by the subtities and the skewed argumentation, so 
as not to speak of the various errors and mistakes. Before going into the main 
text we may take a look at the abstraet: 

The ‘Abstraet’ 

This short paragraph is nothing less than presumptuous: to present eategorieal 
statements from the outset along with an unproven conclusion must be 
regarded as very poor method as seen from a seholarly viewpoint. Indeed, an 
abstraet at the beginning of a thesis is supposed merely to present the theme 
and the problems to be treated, maybe even outlining the methods to be used 
in solving them. Any discussion of the final results should be left to a summary 
at the end, as exemplified in so many learned works. RF’s elaim that there are 
six Bible passages mentioning ‘a Babylonian exile of 70 years’ is erroneous: 
there is no such passage anywhere in the entire Bible! Consequently, the rest is 
to all praetieal purposes quite false, simply because God’s inspired Word, the 
Bible, nowhere states explicitiy how long that period was to last but leaves it to 
the reader to figure it out from the historieal faets - and they fully support the 
view that the exile lasted for no more than half a century. Indeed, it is not mere 
tradition but diligent Bible seholarship in conjunction with the íindings of 
arehaeology, history and ehronology which leads one straight to this sound 
conclusion, a faet which has been substantiated by much eompetent Bible 
researeh over the years. 

The Bible ... The subtitle on page 75 repeats the erroneous elaims already 
made and so needs no further eomment. However, RF’s eontimred 
presentation of false information without the giving of proper evidenee reveals 
his purpose: he evidently wants his readers to believe these elaims before any 
proof is presented! This is the method of propagandists, not of honest seholars 
who are weighing all possibilities eareftrlly before making a deeision. Now, as to 
Leviticus 26, partially quoted by RF, it is evident that punishment for idolatry in 
Israel was not just a possibility, it was a sure thing, but it is not so sure that 
Exodus 20:5 implies the same idea; after all, it says nothing about an exile and 
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the mention of later generations may as well refer baek to Genesis 15:13-16, 
whence we learn that at that time the sins of the Amorites had not yet reaehed 
their full measure, and so no aedon would be taken against them just then. 

In the latter part of the first paragraph RF tells us that ‘the eapdvity of the Jews 
in Babylon is spoken of as an exile’, which is hardly news, but of the three 
scriptures referred to eontaining the term gàlut (which may be translated 
‘eaptivity’, or ‘exile’, even ‘exiles’ or ‘eaptives’ eolleetively) one is slighdy off: 
Jeremiah 52:32 should be 52:31. 

The final clause of this paragraph is also deeeptively formed: Jeremiah 25:11 
does not eonneet the 70 years with the exile but with the servitude of ‘these 
nations’ under Babylon, and 29:10 elearly applies them to Babylon and to no 
one else! Actually, RF admits as much in the very first clause after the 
quotations, saying, ‘... but the text does not say explicitly that it refers to an exile 
for the Jewish nation’! Of course it doesn’t, for that simply would not have 
been true. Aside from the poor syntax of parts of these paragraphs this 
statement is a gem by which the author actually easts aspersions on his own 
argumentation right from the outset! His grammatieal analysis ‘of (not ‘in’) 
Jeremiah 25:11 is defeetive: he ignores the first clause in which the subject is 
‘this whole country’, ‘will beeome’ is the verbal, and ‘a desolate wasteland’ is the 
subjective eomplement. Then, of course, ‘these nations’ is the subject of the 
latter clause, and ‘will serve’ is the verbal, while ‘Babylon’ is what is usually 
ealled the direet objeet (the term ‘patient’ used by the author belongs to the so- 
ealled ‘Case Grammar’ and is not eommonly used in eonneetion with Hebrew 
which lost its ease endings in antiquity. However, his use of it makes no 
differenee whatsoever for the analysis of this Hebrew text). Moreover, he states 
quite eorreedy that aeeording to the grammatieal analysis ‘“Babylon“... is the 
nation that should experience the period of 70 years’, after which he blows it by 
falsely elaiming that, ‘Nevertheless, the writers of Daniel and 2 Chronicles 
understood the words of Jeremiah to imply a 70-year exile for the Jewish 
nation’! Now, it may be said with absolute eertainty that they could not have 
understood Jeremiah’s words to imply anything like that, simply because the 
prophet never stated that with even a single word anywhere and so, if anyone 
‘understood’ them in that way it would be either a gross error or, even worse, a 
deliberate misrepresentation of the inspired message. Barring extreme 
sloppiness on the part of the writer, the latter may well be the ease! 

Really, it boggles the mind to try to fathom this elaim, that two inspired 
spokesmen of Almighty God should have misrepresented the inspired words of 
another faithful servant of God, an inspired prophet who served in Jemsalem 
during one of the most turbulent periods of her history and who was faithful in 
performing the task which Jehovah had entmsted to him, despite all the 
difficulties and hardships he had to suffer for 40 years in Jemsalem and some 
time later in Egypt! This is a harsh treatment of Jeremiah, as well as of Daniel 
and the Chronicler who evidendy had no difficulty in understanding Jeremiah’s 
words, as is obvious from a elose reading of the scriptures in question. By the 
way, the quotation from 2 Chronicles at the bottom of page 75 is not merely 
from 36:20, but includes verse 21, even though it is not marked as such. 
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Actually, RF’s entire argumentation in this part of the ehapter rests on a 
falsehood, a sly deeeption: His statement on page 76 that it ‘turns the matter 
upside down’ to begin with what he ealls the ‘ambiguous words’ of Jeremiah 
25:10, is all wrong! Things are just the other way around: the one turning 
matters topsy-turvy is RF by his elaiming that Jeremiah’s inspired words are 
‘ambiguous’, which they are not - indeed, there is absolutely nothing 
‘ambiguous’ or erroneous in the propheeies of Jeremiah about the fate of Judah 
and Jemsalem at the hand of the Babylonians. Apparendy, RF has invented this 
postalate as an excuse for seeking a different explanation of these matters. 
Moreover, here he also shows that he is aware of the problems he is ereating 
for himself, because after elaiming falsely that the land was desolate for 70 years he 
says, Whereas we at first glanee do not understand Jeremiah 25:11 this way, 
there need not be any problem here.’ No, in this he is right, for all problems 
disappear if we ignore his attempts to twist the truth of God’s Word. This will 
be further elucidated in the analysis to be set forth here. 

No ambiquitu in God’s Word 

Nonetheless, he persists in his false elaims: after his quotations from 2 
Chronicles and Daniel he elaims that the words of these two writers are 
‘unambiguous’ and sinee they ‘lived after the exile was terminated, ... they knew 
the real length of it.’ This is eorreet, of course, only it does not prove his 
eontention for, as stated, Jeremiah’s words are as unambiguous as theirs, and 
sinee he reeeived his prophetie message from Jehovah God by inspiration, it 
was taterly eorreet in all details. The entire argumentation found in this 
paragraph and the next two is false to the eore: while it is true that in eertain 
uninspired writings it may be possible to explain ambiguous passages by means 
of unambiguous ones dealing with the same subject matter, this prineiple is not 
applieable here, sinee none of the inspired seriptares dealt with are ambiguous! 
The only reason why the author elaims that (thus far with no evidenee at all) is 
that he elearly has an axe to grind, namely to gain support for the age-old elaims 
of eertain seetarian expositions made long ago by people who knew altogether 
far too little about the aneient history of Israel and her neighbouring countries 
and of the ehronology of that period to deal eorreetly and seholarly with such 
matters. Even today their successors haven’t learned to do it properly but stiek 
stubbornly to their aneient falsehoods! 

At this stage a few words may be said about these early seetarian matters, about 
which even RF may know too little: When young Charles Taze Russell, the 
founder of the movement of the ÌVatehtomr people (to whom RF belongs), 
known sinee the 1870’s as the Bible Stadents, but sinee 1931 as the Jehovah’s 
Witnesses, published his dogma about the ‘Gentile Times’ of Luke 21:24 as 
being a period of 2,520 years, counting from 606 BCE (much later taeitly 
‘eorreeted’ to 607!) to 1914 CE, he based this dating on an ineorreet ehronology 
used by eertain small Adventist groups with which he had been assoeiated for 
some time and from whom he had learned most of his views about ‘the last 
days’ and the beginning of ‘the millennium’, and evidently he did not try to 
find out what real seholars had to say about these subjects. Indeed, if he had 
done so, he might have learned that even before he was born historians had 
figured out a better ehronology for Judah and the Neo-Babylonian empire, as 
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may be seen in Dr. Alfred Edersheim’s History of the Jemsh Nation from the late 
19th century, in which he eites dates for the destmetion of Jemsalem from 
several learned works, the earliest one of which is Dr.G.B.Winer’s Biblisehes 
Realmrterbuch from 1847-48 (published four years before Russell was born!), 
which gives the year as 588 BC, while a seholar named Ginton has 587, exacdy 
like modern seholars nowadays! So why did not Mr Russell look to the 
eompetent seholars of his day for the eorreet date? That would have saved him 
from many a mistake and his followers from the long series of disappointments 
which they have suffered over the years down till this very day! 

The 70 years, the desolation of the land and Daniel 9:2 

Well, baek to pages 76, 77 of RF’s book where we find another slanted subtide, 
after which he goes on to Daniel 9:2, making an analysis of the Hebrew text, 
giving a literal rendering of it and quoting the New World Translation for good 
measure (in this he cuts a eorner by writing ‘70’ instead of ‘seventy’). The 
Hebrew is transliterated, but his system does not seem to eonform to any of the 
well-known standard systems: it employs the letter [ae], which is only used in 
Danish and Norwegian, never in English texts; also, he does not transliterate 
the divine name as Jehovah or Yahiveh as is usual in English-language publications, 
but uses the Jewish substitute ‘adónay (‘my lord’), which is not really a 
transliteration. There are other irregularities in his system, but let this suffìce for 
the moment. 

Strangely enough, in his grammatieal analysis he does not deal with the Hebrew 
text but with the seeondary English rendering, except for the tiny preposition /<?, 
which he somehow maltreats together with the verb with which it is eonneeted. 
Also, it is ineomplete, as he omits the initial time adverbial (bishenat ‘aehat 
lemálekho , ‘in year one of his reign’) and the rest is defeetive - e.g., the subject in 
the first part of the sentenee is not just ‘Daniel’, but in Hebrew ‘ani Dànièl, 
rendered in NW ‘I myself Daniel’, the inclusion of the personal pronoun ‘ani 
(T’) showing that the subject is emphatie - Daniel had eheeked matters for 
himself in ‘the Scriptures’. He also omits the quite important adverbial 
bassepàrim (‘in the Seriptnres’) which shows that the aging Daniel did not waste his 
time but eheeked the inspired Scriptures at onee when the time was up. The 
deíinition of the direet objeet (DO) is somewhat ineorreet, too: first eome the 
eore words mishpar hashànim (‘mirnber of years’), followed by an embedded 
relative clause, ‘asher hayàh debhar-YHÌVH ‘el-Yirmiyàh-hanàbhi (Vhieh gave word 
of Yahweh to Jeremiah the prophet’). Finally, the last part of the DO is the 
clause lemall’dt leehorebhót Yeritshalàyim shibhim shanàh, in which lemall’ót is the 
inftnitive, le being the infinitive marker and the verb mal’e (‘to íill, fulfill, 
eomplete’) is in the timeless and intensive piel conjugation (‘in order to fully 
eomplete’), while leehorebhót Yerishàlayim is a prepositional phrase functioning as 
an adverbial (‘in regard to/for Jemsalem’s desolations’), and lastly, shibhim 
shanàh, (‘seventy years’) is the direet objeet. RF’s analysis of the word lemall’òt, 
i.e., that ‘the preposition plus infinitive serves as a temporal accusative whose 
adjunct is 70 years’, for which he refers to Ronald J. Williams’ Hebreiv SyntaxAn 
Ontline (2nd ed. Toronto U.P. 1976, p. 48, § 268) for proof, is in error; indeed, if 
he had studied the paragraph referred to and the referenees from it in detail he 
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would have noted that le does not function in that way except when direedy 
eonneeted with a term expressing some time element, as in Williams’ examples, 
e.g. 2 Chronicles 11:17, leshanim shalosh (‘for three years’). 

Thus, the prepositional phrase leehorebhót Yemshalàjim, ‘for desolations of 
Jemsalem’ functions as an adverbial indieating the purpose intended, namely to 
fìx the absolute end of the desolations of Jemsalem, i.e., when the 70 years ‘for 
Babylon’ were to end. As for RF’s littie eomparison with a ‘simpler clause’, it is 
really of no value at all, and that goes for his paraphrase, too. The framed 
statement in bold-faeed type is rather irrelevant: tme, there is no need to take 
the word ehorebhót (fem. plur., eonstmet) to signify several desolations of 
Jemsalem, but neither is it logieal to apply it to ‘the many mins of the eity’, 
because in Hebrew the so-ealled plural form may also signify fhlness, intensity, 
magnimde, extension and similar eoneepts, aeeording to the context, and here it 
is most likely used to show that the full and eomplete desolation of Jemsalem 
would end exactiy at the time designated by Jehovah himself, as made known 
through his prophet Jeremiah. (Cf. Johs. Pedersen, Hebmisk Grammatik, 
Copenhagen 1926, pages 197, 198, § 115) However, we ought to note that RF 
eorreetly eonneets the eomplete desolation of Jemsalem with the final conquest 
by the Chaldeans (in 587 BC, not 607), but he errs again when he stubbornly 
stieks to a ‘period of 70 years’ for the Jewish exile, even though he is not able to 
present any real evidenee, simply because there is none. Let us just see how 
NASB renders Daniel 9:2: 

in the first year of his reign I, Daniel, observed in the books the number of 
the years which was revealed as the word of the LORD to Jeremiah the 
peophet for the eompletion of the desolations of Jemsalem, namelj, seventy 
years. - Cf. also RV, ASV, RSV, AAT, Moffatt, Amplified, Rotherham. 

Please note the fine wording ‘for the eot/spletion of the desolations of Jemsalem, 
namely seventy years’: here the emphasis is plaeed where it belongs, namely on 
the latter part of the period of desolations, when it is to be eompleted. Here many 
others have failed in exactiy the same way as RF, taking the period of seventy 
years to signify the total number of years of the exile; a elear example of this 
grammatieal error in a modern translation may be seen in The Good Nem Bible: 

In the first year of his reign, I was studying the saered books and thinking 
about the seventy years that Jemsalem would be in mins, aeeording to what 
the LORD had told the prophet Jeremiah. - Cf. also NEB, NAB, and 
NASB. 

Interestingly, the GN-Bible renders some of the parts excellently, such as ‘I was 
studying the saered books’, because no doubt that was what Daniel was doing; 
naturally, this high offieial of the Babylonian government had eopies of the 
saered books for his own private use, including the propheey of Jeremiah, thus 
being able to make sure of these things, for which he had waited a lifetime! But 
modern seholars who do not really believe in the inspiration and the eomplete 
integriity of the Bible unfortunately distort parts of it, as may be seen in the 
translations here referred to. 
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2 Chronicles 36:21 

Going on to this scripture (pp.78-80), RF transliterates-cum-translates the 
Hebrew in the same imperfeet way as before, quoting the quite impreeise NWT 
to boot; indeed, if he had used the more reeent NIV he might have imparted a 
better understanding to his readers. For the sake of eompleteness we may begin 
with verse 20 which gives us the neeessary background knowledge (NIV): 

He [Nebuchadnezzar] earried into exile to Babylon the remnant who 
eseaped from the sword, and they beeame servants to him and his sons 
until the Kingdom of Persia eame to power. 

Now, in this there is no mention of the mirnber of years that this exile was to 
last, neither is its beginning dated; however, as to the latter point it is elearly 
shown that it would only begin after the putting of the enemies in the eity to 
the sword, which happened in 587 BCE; and as to the former point we learn 
that it would end when Persia took over from Babylon, that is, in 539 BCE. 
This is in full agreement with Jeremiah’s statement, and does in no way 
eontradiet his inspired propheey. 

Then, in verse 21, the Chronicler introduces a new element of which Jeremiah 
had said nothing, namely that during the exile of the Jews the land had enjoyed 
its rest as had been prophesied long ago in Leviticus 26:15-35; also, he points 
out that this would last until it had ‘paid off its sabbaths’. As the law of God 
stated in Leviticus 25, eaeh seventh year was a sabbath year of rest during 
which the land was to lie fallow, and eaeh fiftieth year was to be a Jubilee year 
of liberty in which the land should also remain fallow. However, Jeremiah never 
referred to these parts of the law with a single word, a faet to be kept in mind 
when dealing with verse 21, espeeially the latter part of it: 

The land enjoyed its sabbath rests; all the time of its desolations it rested, 

until the seventy years were eompleted in fulfilment of the word of the 

LORD spoken to Jeremiah. 

Please note that the text does not say, ‘all the seventy years for Babjilon it rested’, 
which would have been erroneous; what it does say is that the land ‘rested’ until 
the seventy years mentioned by Jeremiah (‘for Babylon’) ‘were eompleted’ - and 
sinee Jeremiah never mentioned the sabbath rest in any of his propheeies, the 
part of verse 21 dealing with that eannot be included in the referenee to ‘the 
word of the LORD spoken to Jeremiah’! The only part to be included in this 
referenee is the one about the ‘seventy years’ allotted to or ‘for Babylon’, during 
which ‘these nations’ (defined in 25:9 as ‘all these nations round about’ of 
which there is an extensive list in 25:17-26) were to serve the kings of the then 
world power. Consequendy, the ‘exposition’ made by RF is patendy false as far 
as the Chronicler’s understanding of Jeremiah’s propheey is eoneerned. 

How about the aeeents? 

Then, on page 79 RF direets our attention to the faet that in the Masoretie text 
eertain aeeents are used to mark the rniddle of verse 21, dividing it into two 
sentenees (better, ‘clauses’) and then also to mark the middle of eaeh of these 
two parts. Now, this is quite eorreet - for a faet, there are no less than fourteen 
aeeent marks in this verse, although they do not all have the same signifieanee. 
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As it is, RF does not identify the aeeents in question, which are 1) the ‘atnaeh 
(U), seen under the penultimate syllable in the word shahbetoteyha, and the %aqeph 
qaton (:), to be seen over the penultimate syllables of the words Yirmeyahu and 
shahhatah. The first one is eommonly styled a ‘verse divider’, and is thought to 
represent as a punctuation mark either a eomma or a semieolon, aeeording to 
the length and structure of the verse, and the latter one is regarded as a less 
powerful sign, no more than a eomma and maybe not even that. However, as 
far as the semantie eontents of the verse and its proper interpretation are 
eoneerned, these signs have no authority whatsoever, and RF’s attempt to 
utilize them for that purpose is quite futile. 

As it is, these aeeents were invented long after the inspired eonsonantal Hebrew 
texts were written down: aeeording to the textual erities they were added by the 
so-ealled Masoretes (8th-10th century CE) who also invented the vowel points 
to indieate the traditional pronunciation of the saered texts. These signs were 
applied, first and foremost, as aeeent marks, to indieate the stress and rhythm 
to be applied to the words and phrases in public reading. Even at that, neither 
they nor the vowel points were ever used in the most saered of all the serolls, 
those used for public reading in the synagogues. They are quite useful, however, 
as they show textual seholars how the aneient eonsonantal Hebrew manuscripts 
were read and understood by the Jewish seholars of the Tiberian sehool who 
furnished them with vowel points and aeeent marks. This is a well-known faet, 
of course, but these signs are never used by reputable Hebrew seholars in the 
way suggested by RF. In this paragraph and note 118 he actually eommits 
another real blunder, when he tries to make out that the lines of this verse form 
a parallelism! Let’s just take a eloser look at this strange eontention: 

Is there a parallelism? 

RF postulates that the four parts into which he divides verse 21 ‘speak about 
the same thing’, putting b) and e) together, although his idea about viewing the 
sabbaths from different angles seems rather strange; indeed, they do not, but 
even if they did, we must remember that in true Hebrew parallelisms different 
viewpoints on the matters discussed are quite eommon and simply make for 
variations of style. What he fails to see, however, is what has just been pointed 
out, namely that in Jeremiah’s propheey referred to here there is no mention of 
a sabbath rest, and so that featore eannot be part of any exposition of his 
propheey. For the very same reason his statement that sinee the aeeents seem 
to plaee a) and b) together they are to be regarded as one unit is in error 
semantieally, and again, RF’s part b) of the verse has nothing to do with the 
fulíilment of Jeremiah’s propheey! Aetoally, the putting together of a) and d) 
would have been a better idea semantieally, sinee both mention the fulfilling of 
Jeremiah’s propheey, but this will not do stylistieally, sinee parallel elements 
must stand parallel, in successive lines. And when he then makes his rephrased 
‘parallels’, in which the order is a), b), d), and e), he muddles his own exposition 
well and truly, because this is quite impossible semantieally and stylistieally. 

Aetoally, the structure of this verse may be regarded quite differently, as a) and 
d) both refer to the firlfilment of Jehovah’s propheey about the seventy years as 
spoken by Jeremiah, and so they may be seen as belonging together in their 
referenee; b) and e) then stand as an embedded addition from the hand of the 
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Chronicler, quite likely because he wants to reniind his readers of the 
eatastrophe which had befallen the Judeans because they had negleeted to keep 
Jehovah’s eommandments about these matters, and maybe also because in the 
days after the homeeoming and the restoration of the walls of Jemsalem by 
Nehemiah they had again begun to violate the sabbath in various ways, maybe 
even the sabbatieal years, although this is not mentioned. — Nehemiah 13:15- 
22. 

Another failure of his, indeed, the initial one, is however a very eommon one 
with amateurs and those with an axe to grind, namely that he has separated this 
verse from its context, in this ease from the preeeding verse (20) which I 
included above. For a faet, the eonneetion is easily seen, because the entire 
eontents of that verse, about Nebuchadnezzar earrying the remnant which had 
eseaped the sword off to Babylon to be servants of him and his sons after him, 
until the kingdom of Persia eame to power, is evidendy what is referred to in 
the first part of verse 21, as it says literally, ‘to fulfill word of Yahweh by mouth 
of Jeremiah’ (Kohlenberger’s literal translation). To that part may then be 
added RF’s part d) about the seventy years which Jeremiah had said were ‘for 
Babylon’. Thus we have a fine statement by the Chronicler about the propheey 
of Jeremiah, into which he puts lris own explanatory addition about the 
firlfilment of the aneient prophetie threat from the Mosaie law about the 
sabbath rest for the land during the enforeed exile of the people in the land of 
the enemy. 

As shown above, RF’s elaim that 2 Chronicles 36:21 is a parallelism is in error, 
which anyone even superficially acquainted with this form of Hebrew style 
would realize, first of all simply because the entire ehapter of which this verse is 
a part is eomposed in plain prose, and Hebrew parallelisms only occur in 
poetry! From the time of Bishop Lowth who first of all Westerners deseribed 
this feature of Old Testament poetry it has been customary to elassify 
parallelisms aeeording to their eontents and style. Actually, the only type in 
which successive lines ‘say the same thing’, as RF elaims for parts of verse 21, is 
the one ealled ‘Synonymous Parallelism’, of which we may quote a typieal 
example as rendered in Ps. 149:2, NIV: ‘Let Israel rejoiee in their Maker, let the 
people of Zion be glad in their King.’ In this ‘Israel’ eorresponds to ‘the people 
of Zion’, ‘rejoiee’ eorresponds to ‘be glad’, and ‘their Maker’ to ‘their King.’ 
Thus these two lines constitute a perfeet ‘synonymous parallelism’, because 
both parts express exactly the same thought, howbeit with different words. This 
type is found time and again in all the poetie writings of the Hebrew Bible, also 
in quite a few of the prophetie ones, as may be seen in the tripartite example 
from Jeremiah 10:10, NIV: ‘But the LORD is the true God; he is the living 
God, the eternal King.’ 

The faet that this verse is not a parallelism is also shown by the very aeeents 
which RF used in his argumentation: In the Hebrew Bible there are two 
systems of aeeents, one for prose and another one for poetry, that is, some of 
the marks are used in both systems, but in different ways - and the aeeents to 
which he referred and their use as mentioned by him show that he has in mind 
the ones used in prose texts! Also, one well-known featare of the aneient 
Hebrew manuscripts is that prose is always written in lines of even length, but 
poetry is written as verse in uneven lines, aeeording to the sense, as may even 
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be seen in some modern translations, e.g. in the NIV, where Jeremiah’s poetie 
parts are printed like that; this is however ignored in many Bible translations, 
such as in the NW-Bible. 

How are these verses to be translated? 

Let us, for the sake of eompleteness, just take a eloser look at the two verses we 
are dealing with, to see how they are eomposed; this example is taken from 
NIV (emphasis added), 

20 He earried into exile to Babylon the remnant who eseaped from the 
sword, and they beeame servants to him and his sons until ('ad) the kingdom 
of Persia eame to power. 21 The land enjoyed its sabbath rests; all the time 
of its desolation it rested, nntil ('ad) the seventy years were eompleted in 
fulfilment of the word of the LORD spoken byjeremiah. 

Please note that the partiele ‘ad (Nntil’) is used not only where RF ineorreetly 
wants to render it ivhile (v. 21), but also in the phrase ‘unti/ the kingdom of 
Persia eame to power’ (v. 20), in which it would be impossible to render it 
‘while’, and it is only logieal to regard it as having been used in the same sense 
in both verses. As shown by his context, RF’s reason for rendering it ‘while’ is 
apparendy that he dislikes the usual term ‘until’ being used here, ostensibly 
because it does not fit his prejudiced ideas. This partiele ‘ad has as its basie 
meaning ‘ (eontimation, dnration), as far as, unto’, (Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowley, 
Hebreiv Grammar, § 103 o) as it ‘indieates the distanee from, the approaeh 
towards’, i.e. ‘until’. Aeeording to the Hebrew-German Handmrterbuch by 
Gesenius-Buhl (pages 563-565), the sense is ‘bis, bis zu, haiifig mit Einschluss 
des Zielpunktes ... so daB der Zielpunkt als erreieht vorgestellt w(ird)’; that is, 
the distanee or time indieated by ‘ad is viewed as ‘reaehing from the starting 
point to and including the point aimed at.’ See also the Hebreiv and Hnglish 
Hexicon by Brown, Driver and Briggs, pages 723-725, where we find similar 
definitions by Dr. Samuel Rolles Driver (who handled the treatment of all 
partieles expertly in that work) in full aeeord with its basie semantie eontent. 
This aeeords fully with its use in 2 Chronicles 36:20, 21, where it is normally 
rendered ‘until’ by modern translators, also where RF wants to make it mean 
‘while’, which will not do, because here there is no element neeessitating a 
departure from the usual sense of the word. True, the lexicon lists Vhile’ as a 
possible meaning of it, but in BDB page 725 Dr. Driver tells us that it occurs 
only rarely in that sense and he gives us no reason to aeeept RF’s aberrant 
views. As it is, in 2 Chronicles 36:21 we find that all English versions render it 
‘until’, and the German ones ‘bis, bis zu’, while in other languages we find 
words of exactiy the same meaning, such as ‘indtil’ in Danish, ‘til’ in Norwegian 
and ‘till’ in Swedish. As for the meaning Vhile’, I haven’t been able to find a 
single translation using that in 2 Chronicles 36:21. 

Finally, we may as well diseard RF’s German ‘example’ (which seems to be 
taken from a bad joke) and rewrite the framed text printed in bold-faee type on 
page 80 to bring it into aeeord with the truth of God’s Word, the Bible: 
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“The words of Jeremiah 25:11, 29.10, Daniel 9:2 and 2 Chronicles 
36:20, 21 are all elear and unambiguous: Judah and Jemsalem were 
to beeome desolate and remain in this eondition from the final 
destmetion of the eity in 587 BCE until the end of the 70 years ‘for 
Babylon’, which period ended in the year 539 BCE, when Babel fell to 
Medo-Persia.” 

This is what the Bible and history, supported by ehronology and arehaeology, 
agree on in all details. 

What was the objeetive of Jeremiah? 

This is RF’s next subtide, and the rest of page 80 and the better part of page 81 
are filled with his speculations along the twisted and eontorted trail he has 
ehosen to follow. Really, it is not neeessary to speak of the prophet’s objeetive 
at all beyond his strong desire to eomplete the task his heavenly father had 
given him, about which we read in Jeremiah 1:4-10, NW, from which we may 
learn of Jehovah’s objeetive in appointing Jeremiah as lnis prophet in Jemsalem: 

“Before I was forming you in the belly I knew you, and before you 
proeeeded to eome forth from the womb 1 sanetified you. Prophet to the 
nations I maeìeyon.’... to all those to whom 1 shall send you, you should go; 
and everything that I shall eommand you, you should speak. ... Here I have 
put my words in your mouth. See, I have eommissionedyou this day to be over the 
nations and over the kingdoms, in order to uproot and to pull down and to 
destroy and to tear down, to build and to plant.” (emphasis added; ef. vss. 
11-19) 

Actually, that is liow Jeremiah’s task has been understood by Bible seholars at 
all times, not only by Christian ones, but also Jewish ones, such as Dr. Joseph 
Klausner who wrote about Jeremiah that he 

‘intervenes in the politieal life of his nation, eontending not only with priests 
and popular teaehers, but also with kings and prinees, prophesying not only 
against Jndah and Jemsalem, but also against the Gentiles andforeignpomrs, and the 
ìvhole ofthe then knoivn world, enfolding them all in his all-embraeing grip, and 
semtinizing them with the acute vision of the eagle.’ — Jesns of Na^areth, 
translated by H. Danby, London 1929. (Page 390, emphasis added) 

Being a priest himself Jeremiah knew the law well and so he was no doubt 
familiar with the eontents of Leviticus, the volume that more than any other 
part of the Mosaie law addressed the priests, and quite naturally he would also 
know the eontents of ehapter 26 with all its promises of rewards for 
faithfulness and dire threats about punishment for disobedienee. However, 
even at that he never quotes from this ehapter, and even though he in his 
propheeies mentions the Judean exile reasonably often he never eonneets it 
with a sabbath rest for the land. So, RF’s elaim about Leviticus 26 being the 
‘theme’ of Jeremiah’s book and his ‘point of departure’ doesn’t hold water, it is 
as farfetehed as the other parts of his homespun yarn. Actually, the Bible itself 
furnishes some very elear evidenee about the text from which the Chronicler 
took the parts of his statement about the ‘sabbath rest’ mentioned in 
eonneetion with Jeremiah’s propheey: the relevant words in 2 Chronicles 36:21 
are shown here, followed by the eorresponding ones from Leviticus 26:34, 35: 
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‘ad-ratsetah ha ’arets ‘et -shabbetotejha kol-yemej hashammah shabbatah 

imtil-she-enjoyed the-land her-sabbaths all-days to-be-desolate she-rested 

‘a^ tirtseh ha’arets ‘et-shabbetotejha ...kol-jemej hashammah tishebat 

then she-will-enjoy the-land her-sabbaths ...all-days to-be-desolate she-will- 
rest 

These statements are nearly identieal, the only differenees being found in the 
words expressing time, namely the two introductory partieles and the tenses of 
the first and the last verb in eaeh of them: in Leviticus the first partiele is ‘a% an 
adverb signifying ‘then’, here elearly referring to the future, while the Chronicler 
has ‘ad, a preposition meaning ‘until’, pointing baek in time. Both use the same 
verbs, in almost the same grammatieal form, namely qal, 3rd prs sg fem, the 
only differenee being in the tense; the first verb is ratsah (‘to enjoy’), for which 
Leviticus has the future tirtseh (‘she will enjoy’), while the Chronicler has the 
preterite ratsetah (‘she enjoyed’), signifying the past. Then the final verb is 
shabbat, (‘to rest’), with the Chronicler it is in the preterite, shabbatah, (‘she 
rested 7 ), while in Leviticus it is tishebat (‘she will rest’), in the future tense. The 
subjects, the direet objeets and the time adverbials, also the verbs following 
(hashammah, ‘to be desolate’) are identieal in both clauses. 

There ean be litde doubt that the Chronicler had both the propheey of 
Jeremiah and the book of Leviticus to hand when he penned the last ehapter of 
his book, and it is interesting to see how he took exacdy the relevant parts of 
Leviticus 26:34, 35 and added them to his own statement in 36:21 which 
included the information from Jeremiah, who, however, had nothing from 
Leviticus at all. 

RF’s parallels 

Alas, on page 80 RF persists in his stubbornness, stating quite untruthfully that 
‘Jeremiah was the first to mention an exile of 70 years’ which he was not, for 
neither he nor anyone else did that! He mentioned the seventy years, also the 
exile and its end, but neither he nor any other prophet stated in just so many 
words that that exile would last 70 years! Apparently we have to repeat that 
statement time and again, because RF stubbornly refirses to admit that simple 
truth! Then, in the last passage before RF’s ‘parallels’ we note a printing error in 
the third line from the bottom, where ‘lead’ should read ‘led’. As for the many 
scriptures he has seleeted for these ‘parallels’, there is of course nothing wrong 
with them, only they do not prove his eontentions, which of course couldn’t be 
expected. 

However, let us take a look at these parallels in which he eompares verses from 
Jeremiah with verses from Leviticus: first, we note that not one of the verses 
here taken from Jeremiah eontains a literal quotation from Leviticus! They even 
seem to have been ehosen rather haphazardly, as though RF has merely pieked 
them out at random from a eoneordanee, with no proper study of their 
eontents, to wit: 

In the first one, Jer. 11:10 vs Lev. 26:14, the latter ought to have been or at least 
included verse 15, and the next one, Lev. 26:31, shottld have been or included 
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verse 32; then, Jer. 14:1 ought to have been 14:1-7, and the next to last actually 
spoke of, not just pestilenee, but included sword and famine in the punishment 
to be meted out. Finally, the sixth and last one is a real howler: RF’s ‘text’ says, 
‘the holy plaee would be destroyed.’ Now, at this stage of Judean history this 
could mean only one thing, the temple of Jemsalem; however, Leviticus 26:31, 
32 does not say anything about that plaee (nor about the tabernaele, for that 
matter), instead we find a propheey against Israel’s false worship and the 
punishment for it, which would hit their ‘high plaees’, their ‘ineense altars’ and 
their ‘lifeless idols’, also their ‘sanctuaries’, no doubt the kind spoken against in 
Amos 4:4, 5; 5:5; 7:9 and 8:14! Worse still for RF, Jer. 22:5 does not refer to 
‘the holy plaee’, but to ‘the king’s house’, the royal palaee in Jemsalem! — Jer. 
22:1-5. ^ 

Actually, any really diligent study of these matters could easily have produced 
many more excellent verses to be used here, but onee more RF has been too 
sloppy in his researeh. Obviously, he is not interested in getting at the tmth, the 
whole tmth and nothing but the tmth, but only at eonneeting his erroneous 
views with the idea of 70 years for the exile and the sabbath rest of the land, a 
faet beeoming even more obvious when his list of twelve quotations from 
Jeremiah 4:7 to 44:22 presented on page 81 is eheeked: As it is, there is nothing 
strange in these seripmres - after all, Jeremiah had been given the task of 
prophesying about these events and that he did faithfblly, which was his tme 
objeetive. This beeomes even elearer when we realize that all but one of these 
statements are parts of ‘messages from Jehovah’, and the one exception, the 
very last one, is from Jeremiah’s speeeh to the Jewish remnant on the basis of 
just such a message! Also, we know that he was not the first to speak in this 
vein: Isaiah had in his time spoken just as eandidly, Mieah had spoken up in the 
same manner, and so had others during the years of inereasing idolatry. As it 
was, however, Jeremiah was the man on the spot: he was in Jemsalem where 
the aetion was, serving for an entire generation right to the end - and when the 
Babylonians offered him to go with them in safety to Babylon, he stayed on in 
the eity and he even served with the remnant of the people in Egypt for some 
time. — Jer. ehapters 40-51. 

A faultu list of Quotations 

Then, on page 81 we find some more peculiarities: first, aeeording to RF 
himself these quotations are taken from NWT, i.e., the Watchtower Bible, but 
they are not, they are all straight from the NIV! The first three seem to be 
defeetive in semantie eontent, as the writer does not include any reason for the 
severe threats uttered, and the same ean be said about 25:18, which starts in the 
middle of a judicial statement, so that the reader will have to find out for 
himself what the culprits mentioned have done to deserve the punishment with 
which they are threatened. Also, in the last clause of 9:11, NIV has ‘so that no- 
one’, while RF merely has ‘so no one’. The same error occurs further down, in 
the rendering of 34:22. Moreover, the fifth one is not from 9:22 but is a partial 
repetition from 9:11! Then in 33:10 RF breaks off his quote in the midst of a 
clause, so that we do not get to know ‘what will be heard onee more’ - actually, 
he should have included verse 11 to make this quotation a eomplete and natural 
one. The next one, purportedly from 33:12, is not from that verse but is a short 
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repetition from verse 10, and in the quoted part of 34:22 we are not told what 
the ‘it’ is that is to be destroyed so thoroughly — that item, mentioned no less 
than three times, is ‘this eity’, Jemsalem, as shown in verses 18-22b. It is 
extremely difficult to take the work of RF seriously! 

At that time Jehovah had wisely plaeed three tmsted and faithful prophets in 
strategie positions for his purpose: the priest Jeremiah in the midst of 
Jemsalem, elose to the king, the leaders and the priests; Ezekiel, also a priest, 
was with the exiles in faraway Babylon, and Daniel and his three friends, all of 
them from the royal tribe of Judah, in the heart of the world empire, in Babylon 
the eapital, where they even had the ear of the king, the one ealled ‘my servant’ 
by Jehovah himself. (Jer. 25:9; 27:6) Now, if RF really had in mind to paint a 
tme picture of the situation for Judah and Jemsalem in those fateful days, the 
historieal and the prophetie books furnish enough material for that purpose. 
Apparendy he does not have that in mind, however, and so when he turns to 
Jeremiah 25:11 and 29:10, it is seemingly in order to find some much needed 
support for his views by means of a grammatieal analysis. Let’s see how he goes 
about this intrieate task (pages 81-87). 

Jeremiah 25:11 

In the paragraphs leading on to RF’s transliteration-cum-translation of this 
verse he is baek in his cantankerous mood, questioning the renderings of NIV, 
NW and other modern translations, raving about the structure of the verse, 
suggesting as possible ‘solutions’ to his hypothetieal ‘problems’ either a 
different sense of the Hebrew or the aeeeptanee of the rendering of the LXX; 
none of these options seems feasible, though, because in spite of RF’s 
imaginings the Hebrew text is elear and unambiguous, while the LXX evidently 
is defieient in this ease. This is elear even from RF’s slightly skewed rendering, 
both lnis transliteration and the translation of the words and phrases; a more 
preeise literal translation of the Hebrew would go like this: 

11 and-she-will-become all-the-land the-this to-(a)-waste to-(a)- 
desolation 

and-they-will-serve the-nations the-these king-(of) Babylon 
seventy year(s) 

As this verse is part of a larger passage (Jer. 25:8-14), the first item is the usual 
Hebrew conjunction ve- (‘and’) prefixed to the verb in the usual way. Sinee 
Hebrew verbs ean express number and person of the aetion deseribed they 
actually also express the subject, as seen here; however, when there is also an 
overt subject they will of course be in agreement grammatieally: thus the ‘she’ 
of the first phrase (ve - plus the Hebrew verbal) is in agreement with the overt 
subject, ‘all the land the this’ (in Hebrew, ‘erets, ‘land’, is feminine). The last two 
phrases of the first line constitute the subjective eomplement, showing what 
‘the land will beeome’, the use of two synonymous phrases expressing 
emphasis. In the seeond line the syntax is equally natural: beginning with the 
conjunction ve- (‘andj, followed by the verbal with an implied subject, fully 
agreeing in its grammatieal form with the overt subject, both being masculine 
plural and the overt subject very emphatie with its postpositive double 
determination. The direet objeet is ‘king of Babylon’, the time adverbial 
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expressing the time limit for the serviee of ‘these nations’ to ‘(the) king of 
Babylon’, namely ‘seventy years’. It is all very elear and unambiguous, and it is 
almost impossible to imagine that anyone would try to pervert the sense of this 
short verse. RF hasn’t given up having lris way; though, even though he admits 
that he understands quite well what ‘the natoral analysis would be’ (at least of 
the latter part), and he even shows what it ought to be. Nevertheless, he doesn’t 
aeeept it, but tries to circumvent it in his own devious way. Let us take a elose 
look at things. 

Who, indeed, are ‘the nations these’? 

Even though RF quite eorreedy identifies the subject, the verbal and the direet 
objeet of the latter clause of Jeremiah 25:11, and mentions the ‘different 
nations’ and ‘all these nations around’ several times (ef. page 82, 83) he tries 
again to muddy the waters by ealling the statement in Jer. 25:11 about ‘these 
nations’ as servants of the king of Babylon ‘vague and unspecified’, and on page 
84 he speaks about them as ‘some undefined nations’. Aetoally, this is not only 
ineorreet, it is ineredibly naiVe, for ‘these nations’ are eertainly neither 
‘undefined’ nor ‘unspecified’ - they are even ‘speeified’ in the very ehapter of 
Jeremiah under discussion: first, we read in verse 9 that Jehovah would send 
‘and take all the families of the north ... even [sending] to Nebuchadrezzar the 
king of Babylon and I will bring them against this land and against its 
inhabitants and against all these nations ronnd ahouf (emphasis added). Moreover, 
we do not need to be in doubt as to their identity, for in the very same ehapter, 
in verses 17 to 26, they are ‘speeified’ very detailedly: First, Jeremiah tells how 
he is to make ‘all the nations to whom he [jehovah] sent me drink the cup of his 
wrath’, and after having mentioned Jemsalem and the towns of Judah and their 
rnlers, he begins in the south and then goes on listing all the neighbouring 
nations, to the west, north and east, ‘all around’ the land of Israel. Please consult 
a good Bible Adas for this (NIV; emphasis added): 

Pharaoh, king of Egypt, his attendants, his offieials and all his people, and 
all the foreign people there; all the kings of Uz; all the kings of the 
Philistines (those of Ashkelon, Gaza, Ekron, and the people left at Ashdod); 
Edom, Moab and Ammon; all the kings of Tyre and Sidon: the kings of the 
eoasdands aeross the sea; Dedan, Tema, Buz and all who are in distant 
plaees; all the kings of Arabia and all the kings of the foreign people who 
live in the desert; all the kings of Zimri, Elam and Media; and all the kings 
of the north, near and far, one after the other — all the kingdoms on the faee 
of the earth. And after all of them, the king of Sheshaeh [Babel] will dnnk it 
too. 

Really, for anyone to eall this lot ‘unspecified’ or ‘undefined’ is truly 
nonsensieal, as is RF’s entire argumentation about these matters. And even if 
‘these nations round about ’ had not been listed so earefidly, there would still 
have been plenty of evidenee for the normal understanding, because the 
Hebrew word for nations is a much used standard term for the heathen or 
Gentile nations all around Israel: In Robert B.Girdlestone, Sjnonjms of the Old 
Testament, 2nd ed., p. 256 (Grand Rapids 1978) we read about the Hebrew term 
goj (‘nation’, in plural gojbn, spelt goimin the book): 
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Throughout the historieal books, the Psalms, and the prophets, the word 
goim primarily signifies those nations which lived in the immediate 
neighbourhood of the Jewish people; they were regarded as enemies, as 
ignorant of the truth, and sometimes as tyrants. 

This is eorroborated by Brown-Driver-Briggs (page 156), aeeording to which 
this term (goy) is used ‘usually of non-Hebr. peoples’. In a way, the seed of this 
development was sown very early — as we know, when Noah’s offspring had 
reaehed 70 generations the Scriptural narrative began focusing on Shem’s line, 
and from Abraham, isaae and jaeob and his twelve sons onward the focus was 
narrowed down to just one nation, the ehosen one, espeeially after the law 
eovenant was given to it at Sinai. Of course, that did not mean that the other 
nations were never mentioned again, but from then on they were on the 
sidelines, as it were, as ‘the nations’, meaning the non-Jews, i.e. the heathen or 
Gentiles, as they are often ealled in older translations, such as KJV. The word 
itself occurs more than 830 times in the Hebrew Bible, and of these 86 or more 
than 10% are found in the book of Jeremiah; actually, in aeeord with the 
developments of his time, it is the Bible book with the most occurrences of this 
word. It is primarily used in the plural (goyim), often determined (haggoyim) and 
with the word kol (‘all’) in front; thus kol-haggoyim (‘all the nations’) occurs 16 
times in Jeremiah; there are also definite forms like the one in 25:11, that is, 
haggoyim ha’elleh (‘the nations the these’). This is a very emphatie eonstmetion, 
indieating (like all the determined ones, only stronger than most) that the 
nations referred to are well known to both the speaker and the listener. To 
anyone familiar with the eontents of the propheey of Jeremiah this eomes as no 
surprise. — Gen. 10:1-32; 11:10-12:5; 17:1-27; 26:1-5; 35:22b-27; Ex. 19:1-20:21; 
24:1-18; 34:1-17; Deut. 7:1-7; 11:23, 24; 26:17-19; 28:1; Josh. 11:23; 2 Sam. 7:23; 
1 Kgs 4:20-25. 

Actually, we have other witnesses to the understanding of Jeremiah defended 
here, namely the Watchtower writers who produced the book “All Scripture Is 
Inspired of God and Benefiàal” (New York 1990), in which we read on page 127, 
paragraph 20: 

Jehovah’s eontroversy with the nations 

(25:1-38). This ehapter is a summary of judgments that appear in greater detail 
in ehapters 45-49. By three parallel propheeies, Jehovah now pronounces 
ealamity for all the nations on earth. First, Nebuchadrezzar is identifìed as 
Jehovah’s servant to devastate Judah and the surrounding nations, “and these nations 
ìvill have to sen>e the king of Babylon seventy years.” Then it will be Babylon’s turn, 
and she will beeome “desolate wastes to time indeíinite.” - 25:1-14 (emphasis 
added). 

Thus the Watchtower people are in full agreement with the Bible on this point, 
although their pupil, RF, has ehosen to view things differently. Actually, he 
again shows that he knows full well what is the natural translation of the latter 
clause injer. 25:11, namely the one shown as mimber 1 on top of page 84, ‘and 
these nations will serve the king of Babylon seventy years.’ Moreover, his elaim 
that the context focuses ‘upon the inhabitants of Judah rather than on some 
undefined nations’ is palpably false: as has been already demonstrated elearly, 
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the nations in question are very well defined! To be sure, the focus is here a 
broad one, including both Judah and Jemsalem first, and then all those 
surrounding nations, because they would all eome under the heel of Babylon. 
And RF’s strange eontention, that the designation ‘its inhabitants ... as 
mentioned in verse 8’ (should be 9) ought to be understood as the anteeedent, 
not of the pronoun ‘they’, which does not occur in the Hebrew, but of the 
embedded (or implied) subject from the verb ‘abhedn, down in verse 11, is so 
farfetehed from both a syntaetieal and a semantie viewpoint, that it is utterly 
impossible to take it seriously. Indeed, this ean be said about his entire tortuous 
effort about this subject. 

What does ‘et mean in front of melekh? 

On page 83 RF onee more turns to a tiny Hebrew partiele for help in his 
quandary; this time it is the partiele ‘et, which is seen prefixed to the word 
melekh in the latter clause of Jer. 25:11. As the analysis showed, the phrase ‘et- 
melekh babhel (‘king [of| Babylon’) eonstitoted the direet objeet of that clause, 
signifying the one ‘these nations’ would have to serve for seventy years, and the 
partiele ‘et functioned as the objeetive marker, as it generally does in Hebrew. 
However, RF does not want that to be so, and so he says, ‘While the partiele ‘et 
is often used as objeet marker, it ean be used as a preposition with the meaning 
“with” as well.’ Now, this needs a little modifieation, for in reality there are two 
etymologieally different Hebrew partieles spelled ‘et, not just one, as anyone 
ean see for himself in the Hebrew dietionaries. FJnfortonately they are always 
spelt in the same way when they do not take suffixes, and they are also both 
eonneeted to the next word by the Hebrew hyphen, the so-ealled maqqeph, as 
the ‘et found in Jer. 25:11 is. This ‘et fits the deseription very well of the so- 
ealled accusative partiele, which is ‘prefixed as a rule only to nouns that are 
defìnite’, that is, they need no artiele - proper nouns, tides, names of eities and 
nations, ete., are definite wihout it. 

At any rate, sinee there is no formal differenee in this ease, the context must 
deeide which ‘et we are dealing with, and here the syntax is elear: as shown in 
the above analysis: ‘abhedu (‘they will servej is the verbal, haggoybn ha’elleh (’the 
nations the these’) is the overt subject, and so, quite natorally, ‘et-tnekkh babhelis 
the direet objeet. This is not only the ‘natoral analysis’, it is simply the only 
analysis that makes sense! The renowned Hebraist Dr. Driver, who wrote the 
artieles on all the various types of partieles in the Hebreiv and English Eexicon by 
Brown, Driver and Briggs, gave both partieles excellent treatment in that 
dietionary, which see (pp. 84-87). Of course, he could not include all the 
occurrences, for ‘et occurs more than 10,000 times in the Hebrew Bible, and of 
them more than 830 are found in the book of Jeremiah. (A.M. Wilson,‘The 
partiele ‘et in Hebrew’, Hebraiea ,Vol. 6, 1890, No. 2, pp. 139-150; No. 3, pp. 
212-224) Happily, Dr. Driver also made a most excellent translation of The Book 
ofThe Prophet Jeremiah (London, 1906), and his rendering of Jeremiah 25:11 is 
quite elear and unambiguous as may be seen in the seetion prefaeed by this 
subheading: 
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]udah, therefore, not less than the neighbourìng countrìes, mll be laid maste bj the 
Chaldaeans, and be snbjeet to them for seventyyears. (See verses 11 and 12 below): 

11 And this whole land shall be a waste, and an appalment: and these nations 
shall serve the king of Babylon seventy years. 12 And it shall eome to pass, 
when seventy years are aeeomplished, that I will punish the king of Babylon, 
and that nation, saith Yahweh, for their iniquity, and the land of the 
Chaldaeans; and I will make it desolate for ever. 

Let us just take a good look at another very authoritative translation, made by a 
grammarian and lexicographer of very high standing in eontinental Europe, 
similar to the one enjoyed by Dr. Driver in the English-speaking world, namely 
Professor Frants Buhl of Copenhagen and Leipzig, who edited Wilhelm 
Gesenius’ large Hebrew-German Handmrterbuch for a mirnber of years. He also 
translated the Old Testament into Danish (Det gamle Testamente, Copenhagen 
1910) and here follows his rendering of Jeremiah 25:11, 12 in Danish: 

11 og hele dette land skal blive til en 0rk, og disse Folkeslag skal traelle for 
Babels Konge i halvfjerdsinstyve Aar. 12 Men naar der er forlobet 
halvfjerdsinstyve Aar, straffer jeg Babels Konge og dette Folk, og gor det til 
evige Orkener. (Cf. the English rendering below): 


11 and all this land shall beeome a desert, and these nations must slave for 
the king of Babylon for seventy years. 12 But when seventy years have run 
their course, I will punish the king of Babel and this people, and make it 
into everlasting deserts. 

Now, these two eminent Hebraists are most eertainly not the only ones who 
have rendered Jeremiah’s words in this way; faets are, I haven’t been able to 
find a single translation or eommentary opting for the solution suggested by 
RF, i.e., to regard the ‘et prefixed to melekh (babhel ) in verse 11 as the 
preposition meaning ‘with’, and I take it for granted that RF has failed in this 
regard too, or else he would no doubt have told us about it. Consequently, we 
shall disregard RF’s very unorthodox idea as a mere figment of his imagination 
and stiek to the natural and straightfonvard sense of the Hebrew text of 
Jeremiah, exactly as the real experts in Biblieal Hebrew have rendered it. 

What about the LXX and the Old Ethioyie? 

As for the LXX, preferred by RF, we agree with the view expressed in the 
Watchtower publication Insight on the Scriptures, vol. II, page 32 (in the artiele 
about the Book of Jeremiah): 

The majority of seholars agree that the Greek translation of this 
book is defeetive, but that does not lessen the reliability of the 
Hebrew text. 

As it is, the LXX laeks about one seventh of the Hebrew text and the 
translators have taken many liberties with it, omitting words and phrases here 
and there, adding others not found in the Hebrew, and it is generally unreliable. 
After all, it is a seeond-hand text, a translation into an Indo-European language, 
made by people who may not have been too well acquainted with Gassieal 
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Hebrew, and who admittedly made many mistakes. Regarding the Old Ethiopie, 
which RF also favours, it is an even weaker witness; no one knows when it was 
made but apparently it took centuries to eomplete, and the oldest manuscripts 
are rather late, no earlier than the 13th eenmry CE. Moreover, it is to a great 
degree influenced by the LXX, and it eannot really be regarded as an 
independent witness. After all, Jeremiah was an inspired prophet and his 
ohginal propheeies taken down in Hebrew and preserved in that language to 
this very day are the best evidenee we have about these matters. The Hebrew 
text is also supported by the aneient Semitie translations, the Aramaie Targum 
Jonathan and the Syriae Peshitta, which are much eloser to the original Hebrew 
than the Greek LXX. 

Jeremiah 29:10 

However, there is one more scripture mentioning the seventy years, the short 
verse here mentioned, and to this RF now turns (page 85), apparently hoping 
that he ean finally prove his point. However, it is as though the long and hard 
uphill battle has taken his breath away, for he offers neither transliteration nor 
translation; instead he again focuses on a tiny partiele, the preposition k 
prefixed to the word babhel, which he feels has been wrongly rendered by the 
standard translations. Let us just take a look at the verse in question, 
transliterating and translating it for the benefit of the reader: 


io ki- 
khoh 

for-this 


‘amar YHWH 
says Jehovah 


ki 

when 


lephi mel’ot lebabhel shibhim shanah 


by-my- to-be- for- 
mouth eompleted Babel sevent y 


year(s) 


‘ephqo 

d 


I-will- 

visit 


‘etkhe 

vehaqimo ‘aleikhe ‘et- hattob leehasi ‘etkhe 

‘al- 

hazze 

m 

ti m debhar h r 

m 

hammaqo 

h 


i 


m 


you 

and-I-will to-you my- the- to- 

you 

to-the 

this- 


fhlfill word good- return 


plaee 

one 


(one) 





Among the many modern translations the NIV gives a good and adequate 
rendering, but the NWT fails in one point and that is the one that RF wants, 
for it renders lebabhel ‘at Babylon’, as against NIV’s ‘for Babylon’. Let’s reeall 
that Dr. Driver, who wrote all the artieles on the prepositions in Brown-Driver- 
Briggs, also translated the Book of Jeremiah into reasonably modern English (in 
1906); here is his version of Jeremiah 29:10 (emphasis added): 

10 For thus saith Yahweh, As soon as seventy years be aeeomplished for 
Babylon, I will visit you, and perform my good word toward you, in bringing 
you baek unto this plaee. 

Moreover, he plaeed an interesting subtitle over this seetion in the 29th ehapter, 
showing how he understood this important scripture; it goes like this: 
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For no restoration mll take plaee till the seventyyears of Babylonian eìomination are ended, 
when those noiv in exile mth jehoiaehin mll turn to Yahmh, and he mll brìng them baek 
(ef. xxiv, 5-7). 

Sinee we are investigating the semantie eontents of the preposition le, we may 
as well note that Professor Buhl used the very same word in Danish, ‘for’, and 
that the noted German grammarian and translator Emil Kautzsch (who edited 
Gesenius’ Hebrew grammar later translated into English by A. Cowley) used 
the German form of the same preposition, namely ‘fiir’, in front of the word 
‘Babel’. Actually, already Luther had used the preposition ‘fiir’ here, as early as 
in 1534. The same usage (‘for Babel’) is found in the translation by Dr. Chr. H. 
Kalkar (Copenhagen 1847), who as a eonverted Jew was an expert in Biblieal 
Hebrew. As it is, all the most serious and reasonably literal translations have 
‘for’ here, or words to that effeet; NEB has a slighdy different wording: “When 
a full seventy years have passed over Babylon,...’ and AAT has: ‘As soon as 
Babylon has íinished seventy years,...’, while Moffatt has: ‘As soon as Babylon’s 
seventy years are over,...’. The Jewish translation Tanakh agrees with Moffatt, 
while the older ones by Leeser and JPS use ‘for’. As is well known, the KJV has 
‘at Babylon’, which is not so strange when one bethinks that it most likely was 
influenced by the Vulgate’s ‘in Babylone’; after all, most of the early English 
translations until and including the KJV were influenced by that old Latin 
version - also, the knowledge of Biblieal Hebrew was rather imperfeet then, but 
fortunately it has improved enormously sinee 1611. Curiously, the so-ealled 
‘New King James Version’ (1982) has kept the ‘at’ here; however, the reason 
may well be that the editors did not want a total revision (ef. the Prefaee), but 
rather a mere modernization, such as the replaeing of obsolete words like ‘thou, 
thee, thy’ and ‘thine’ with the modern pronouns ‘you, your’ and ‘yours’. 

However, when the Revised Version eame out in 1885 the knowledge of 
Hebrew was much greater — there were no less than ten professors of Hebrew 
in the so-ealled ‘Old Testament Company’ who revised the Hebrew part of the 
Bible (including Jeremiah), and so things were ehanged. One of the real experts 
among them was Dr. Driver, who has been mentioned already, and it would 
have been unthinkable for him to render such a preposition wrongly. At that 
time he was already engaged in the work of eompiling the great Hebrew 
lexicon, in which he gave an expert account of the preposition le on pages 510- 
518, eovering a total of 16 eohimns. Here he elassified the meanings of le under 
seven main headings and a lot of subheadings and even lesser groups, totaling 
69 semantie variants, some even overlapping. The very smallest main heading, 
with no subgroups at all, is No. 2 (page 511), ‘Expressing loeality, at, near’, 
which does not, however, eontain anything supporting RF’s views. 

Dr. Driver gives as the general sense of this preposition ‘to, for, in regard to, ... 
denoting direetion (not properly motion, as (‘el) towards, or referenee to; and henee 
used in many varied applieations, in some of which the idea of direetion 
predominates, in others that of referenee to ... very often, with various elasses of 
verbs, to, towards, for.’ Similar explanations are given in Gesenius-Buhl and 
Kòhler-Baumgartner. Interestingly, it was not only in the Revised Version but 
also in its transatlantie counterpart, the Ameriean Standard Version of 1901, 
KJV’s ‘at Babylon’ had been eorreeted to ‘for Babylon’, and that wording has 
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been kept in the versions later made in that tradition, such as the RSV of 1952 
and the NASB of 1977. By the way, on page 86 RF says that the LXX ‘has the 
dative form babulóni, the most natural meaning being “at Babylon”.’ Now, the 
Greek form is eorreet, but the sense is not, for in Greek the dative used here is 
the dativus eommodi et ineommodi. (Also ealled ‘the dative of advantage and 
disadvantage’, ef. C.F.D.Moule, A.n Idiom-Book o/Neiv Testament Greek, 2nd ed., 
Cambridge U.P., 1971, p. 46) See W.W. Goodwin, A Greek Grammar, London 
et al, 1970, pp. 247ff., § 1165, which says: ‘This dative is generally introduced in 
English by ‘for’.” This is of great importanee, as may be seen from the 
statement by F.C. Conybeare and St. G. Stoek in A Gratiitnar ofSeptuagint Greek 
(Grand Rapids 1980) § 38, in which they discuss the peculiar syntax of the 
LXX: 

The Construction of the LXX not Greek. ... the LXX is on the whole a literal 
translation, it is to say, it is only half a translation - the vocabulary has been 
ehanged, but seldom the eonstmetion. We have therefore to deal with a 
work of which the vocabulary is Greek and the syntax Hebrew. 

Apparently, then, the translators of the LXX understood the phrase lebabhel 
eorreetly and so rendered it in the best possible way into a Greek form having 
exactiy the same sense as the original Hebrew, i.e. ‘for Babylon.’ Why Jerome 
didn’t imitate this fine effort when making the Vulgate is not known, but in 
eonneetion with his ‘in Babylone’ and KJV’s ‘at Babylon’ we ought to realize 
that such a rendering does not in any way ‘prove’ RF’s eontentions about the 
length of the exile and Jemsalem’s devastation: We know fromjeremiah 25:11 
that ‘these nations [i.e., ‘these nations all around’, the ones defined so elearly in 
Jeremiah 25:17-26] shall serve the king of Babylon seventy years’, and these 
seventy years would naturally pass for all and sundry, whether ‘in’ or ‘at’ 
Babylon or elsewhere. Mark you, neither this scripture nor anyone else says ‘for 
Judah’ or ‘for ‘Israel’ or for ‘the exiles’! So, even though RF and his fellow 
believers stubbornly stiek to their erroneous interpretation of the inspired 
words of Jehovah spoken by Jeremiah, they have no solid evidenee for their 
ideas! 

In the ease of the sense of le in Jeremiah 29:10 we have the elear evidenee 
outlined in a work which RF does not mention, namely Professor Ernst Jenni’s 
Die hebràisehen Pràpositionen. Band 3: Die Pràposition Damed (Stuttgart et al, 2000). 
In this monumental work Dr. Jenni lists and eategorizes eaeh and every 
occurrence of le in the entire Hebrew Bible, all 20,725 of them! Here we find le 
as used in Jeremiah 29:10 (in lebabhel) on page 109, ‘Rubrik’ 4363, where it is 
listed with a few other seripmres in which some forms of the verb ml’ [mal’ej 
‘voll werden (Tage/Jahr[e])’, ‘(to beeome full, eomplete, (days/year[s])’ occur; 
it is listed as a subgroup under 436, ‘Dauer’ (‘duration’). Thus the verbal lemall’ot 
in 2 Chronicles 36:21 means, as shown earlier, ‘to eomplete fully’ and the verbal 
melo’t ‘to be eompleted’ (qal infinitive eonstmet) in Jeremiah 29:10, while the 
direet objeet lebabhel means ‘for Babylon’: this eorresponds to Dr. Driver’s 
definition 5. g. (b), where le is said to be ‘eorresponding to the Latin datims 
eommodi’, with the general meaning ‘for’, and that brings us baek to the LXX- 
rendering mentioned above with the ‘dativus eommodi’ Babnlóni, giving exactly 
the same meaning. In his ‘argumentation’ RF referred to some other scriptures 
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in which le had been rendered with a loeal meaning, as ‘at’, ‘in’ or ‘to’, and of 
course Jenni has these verses in his elassifieation, e.g. defining le in Jeremiah 
51:2 as a ‘personal dative of Babel, personified as world power’, and Jeremiah 
3:17 as a ‘loeal direetional’. Both of these are used eorreedy in their contexts, 
agreeing with the general sense of /<?, ‘to, towards, for’, and the full details about 
them and their various uses (e.g. the ‘loeal’ or ‘direetional’) ean be found in Dr. 
Jenni’s very preeise elassifieation. 

As for the last scripture mentioned by RF in this eonneetion, Jeremiah 40:11, a 
eheek on some translations of this verse shows that not everything is as simple 
as RF appears to think; if, for instanee, he had eheeked the LXX, he would 
have found a genitive construction in Jer. 47:11 (eorresponding to MT’s 40:11), 
which Sir Launcelot Lee Brenton rendered ‘the king of Babylon had granted a 
remnant to Judah’ in the Bagster Septnagint. (Reprint of 1976). The very same 
eonstmetion is found in Rotherham’s The Emphasiged Bible, while the NASB 
uses ‘left a remnant for Judah’; several versions have ‘a remnant o/"Judah’ (e.g. 
NKJV; RV; ASV) and Leeser’s Jewish translation has ‘left a remnant unto 
Judah’. Let us also take a look at a very seholarly Nonvegian rendering by 
Mowinckel and Messell in DET GAMTE TESTAMENTE De senere Profeter 
(Oslo 1944), page 417: ‘Babelkongen hadde unt Judafolket en rest’, (‘the king of 
Babylon had granted the people of Judah a remnant’) and then, for the sake of 
good order, we’ll elose this littie check-up by quoting NW: ‘the king of 
Babylon had given a remnant to Judah.’ (Emphasis added where pertinent) 
Even though quite a few versions have ‘in’ as suggested by RF, it appears to be 
impossible to get a eomplete consensus on the way to render le in this verse! 

In his discussion of the possibility of using le in a loeal sense as ‘at’ (page 86, § 
2) RF points out that ‘The Dietionaiy ofClassical Hebreiv lists about 30 examples of 
this meaning’. Now, this is not so strange and it is actually a very small 
pereentage when we reeall that this preposition occurs more than 20,000 times 
in the Hebrew Bible. To be honest, that learned dietionary does not seem to 
offer the most eomprehensive or the most detailed treatment of le, for it has 
only a total of 373 examples in its entry on that preposition (pages 479-485), 
while Brown-Driver-Briggs has more than 1500! What is more, whenever BDB 
has treated a eategory of le as found in one of the books of the Bible, it usually 
adds that the listed examples are followed by many more in that book or 
ehapter. Moreover, it brims with grammatieal and general linguistic 
information, adding many useful referenees to Aramaie, Syriae and other 
Semitie tongues for the sake of eomparison. 

Regarding the examples of le being used in the sense of ‘at’, RF is somewhat 
less than accurate, for in seetion 4. in the dietionary he uses, which treats ‘of 
plaee, at, by, on, along, over’, there are only 11 examples of ‘at’, not 30! The 
seetion lists 31 verses with a total of 35 examples of‘loeal’ le, some of which are 
even rendered ‘for’, ‘to’, or by other words, and there is no added grammatieal 
explanation of any kind whatsoever. Of course, Gesenius-Buhl and Kòhler- 
Baumgartner also have plenty of information on this preposition and its usage, 
so as not to speak of Professor Jenni’s magnifieent volume quoted above. 

One more point about lebabhei in Jeremiah 29:10: On page 85, the last six lines, 
RF relates that of 70 translations in his library only six had the ‘loeal’ meaning, 
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that is, ‘at’ in English, which means that the other sixty-four had something 
else, presumably ‘for’ or a similar wording. Why this didn’t give him pause is 
difficult to understand — how ean he prefer six renderings to sixty-four? 
Unfortunately, he identifies only the six he prefers, and not a single one of the 
majority, the sixty-four with which he disagrees, a faet which only adds to the 
evidenee for his marked prejudice. Of course, NWT is really not a good 
witness, for the false dogmas of the Watchtower translators undoubtedly 
caused them to use this rendering. As for the KJV, we have already seen why 
that old and really outdated version is to be disregarded in this context, and the 
same may be said about the other English ones as well, e.g. Harkavy’s Hebrew- 
English edition from 1939, in which the English translation is actually taken 
direedy from the KJV! Lamsa’s slighdy newer version (from 1957) is no better, 
as it is heavily influenced by the KJV, and one needs only a short survey of 
Helen Spurrell’s H Translation of the Old Testament from the Original Hebreiv 
(London 1885) to see that her rendering is elearly patterned on the old KJV, 
even though it is eertainly not a mere eopy - to the eontrary, she has many 
renderings which are elear improvements on KJV, such as using JEHOVAH 
instad of ‘the LORD’. Interestingly, in lier Prefaee she made a speeial elaim 
about the text from which she made her transladon: 

It seems seareely neeessary to mention that the translation is made from the 

nnpointed Hebrew; that being the Original Hebrew. 

Actually, it would have been strange for her not to have eopied the pattern of 
the old KJV, which had held the field as the ‘Authorized Version’ for centuries; 
indeed, to have abandoned it entirely might well have impaired the aeeeptanee 
of JMiss Spurrell’s version, which she elaimed had ‘almost entirely occupied her 
time for many years past.’ It is an interesting eoineidenee that her translation 
was published in London in 1885, in the very same year in which the Old 
Testament part of The Revised Version was issued, a faet, however, which 
precludes her having had aeeess to this new edition, in which the ‘at’ in 
Jeremiah 29:10 had been replaeed by ‘for’. 

Now, of course the Swedish Church Bible of 1917 does not have the English 
‘at’ or some partiele direetly representing it, as e.g. ‘pà, vid, hos’, but it has ‘i’ 
(‘in’) which doesn’t prove a thing because, as stated above, the ‘seventy years’ 
which had been deeided ‘for’ Babylon’s dominion, would also pass ‘in’ or ‘at’ 
Babylon, as well as in all the lands mentioned, in Judah as well as among the 
Gentiles. Also, this old Swedish version has now been replaeed by no less than 
two new ones (in 1998 and 2000) which both eorreetly read ‘for Babylon’ in 
Jeremiah 29:10. Actually, sinee all the faulty supports of RF have now fallen by 
the wayside, he ought to aeeept defeat and start using the eorreet renderings of 
the other sixty-four! And sinee he has begun to look at the Seandinavian Bibles, 
he might eheek the NW-Bible in Danish which has had ‘for Babylon’ in 
Jeremiah 29:10 ever sinee the first edition was printed in 1985, and it is 
unchanged in the large study edition of 1993! 

The words of Zeehariah 

This seetion will not be treated here, sinee the verses used by RF have no 
relation to the subject under discussion, ef. C.O. Jonsson, The Gentile Times 
Reeonsidered, 4th ed., Atianta 2004, pp. 225-229. 
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A theologieal attempt ... 

Thus far it has been a very disappointing experience to go through RF’s twisted 
and eontorted attempts to ‘prove’ his outlandish views about the length of the 
devastation of Jemsalem and Judah and the exile of the Judeans, but this 
seetion testifies to a stubbornness in the matter of doetrine on RF’s part which 
is hard to eomprehend. Here he deals with a two-part artiele by an Adventist 
seholar named Ross E. Winkle who has gone through all the relevant material 
about this topie and written a well-researched and well-formulated pieee which 
by dint of its earefirl seholarship and its sober style outshines RF’s ‘fuzzy’ and 
‘muddled’ product by far. 

He quite eorreedy sees Winkle’s conclusion as the opposite of his own: ‘There 
is no passage in the Bible which definitely says that Jemsalem and Judah should 
be desolate for 70 years while the people were exiles in Babylon!’ What RF does 
not eoneede, however, in the faee of the ovenvhelming Biblieal and lingriistie 
evidenee for Winkle’s conclusion, is that it is eorreet! In faet, Winkle proves his 
point in a very earefirl and methodieal way, far removed from RF’s prolix and 
clumsy attempts to pervert the elear and ineontrovertible tmth of God’s Word. 
Actually, despite his lengthy and confused efforts, RF does not prove one single 
point of his Watchtower-inspired theory, for the very simple reason that it is 
not tme! 

Some of his arguments in this part are nothing less than ludicrous: he does not 
like that ‘Winkle seems to assume that what the Bible says is tme’, (indeed, what 
is wrong with that? Doesn’t the Watchtower people reason in the same way as 
Winkle?) and neither does he like Winkle’s aeeeptanee of ‘the traditional 
ehronology’ - but here Winkle stands on firm ground: the Bible is God’s own 
inspired word, truthful and inerrant, and what RF ealls ‘traditional ehronology’ 
is eertainly not based on ‘circular arguments’ but on many years of diligent 
researeh by serious and eompetent seholars! Of course, mistakes have been 
made over the years, espeeially in the infaney of this seienee, but in time they 
have ben eorreeted whenever new evidenee eame to light, and today the aneient 
history and ehronology of the JMiddle East for the first millennium B.C.E. is 
well-established and trustworthy in praetieally all aspeets, notwithstanding RF’s 
eontrary elaims and his unproven pet theories. 

RF tmly feels unhappy about Winkle’s beginning from Jeremiah’s testimony 
and his going on from there to Daniel and the Chronicler, while he himself 
starts with Daniel and the Chronicler and then goes baek to Jeremiah; however, 
in a situation like this the ideal method is actually to begin from the beginning, 
which naturally means to take Jeremiah’s propheeies first and then, having 
familiarized oneself with their message, to move on ehronologieally to the later 
reaetions to these early propheeies and their fulfilment, going first to Daniel 
and then to the somewhat later Chronicler. In this way the tme picture of the 
events of those times emerges elearly, and that is evidently what Winkle tries to 
do even though he takes the Chronicler before Daniel, probably because he 
wants to handle the matter of the ‘sabbath rest’ for the land properly, without 
getting it mixed up with the message of Jeremiah’s propheeies, and this he does 
very well indeed. 
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RF also dislikes Winkle’s referenee to the literary style of some of Jeremiah’s 
verses, and in this eonneetion he refers to pages 210, 211 in Winkle’s artiele; 
this is very good, for thus he reveals whence he has his ideas about 
‘parallelisms’ (ef. RF, pp. 79, 80). Let us just take a look at this, before we move 
on: RF elaimed that 2 Chronicles 36:21 formed in four lines a genuine Hebrew 
parallelism, which I diselaimed, showing that this stylistie featare does not 
occur in Hebrew prose such as the text in question. Nevertheless, Winkle was 
first to suggest something like that, even though he did not make quite the 
same elaim that RF did, no doubt because he knew better. Winkle wrote the 
following about 2 Chronicles 36:20b-21 (pp. 209-211): 

In this passage there are two sets of parallel clauses, either beginning 
with ‘ad or lemallot. Displaying the text aeeording to a quasi-poetic style 
(in order to highlight the parallels) results in the following (my 
translation): 

IJne 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 


And they were servants to him and his sons 
until (‘ad) the reign of the kingdom of Persia 
in order to firlfill (lemallot) the word 
of the LORD in the mouth of Jeremiah 
until (‘ad) the land had enjoyed its sabbaths 
(all the days of its desolation 
it kept sabbath) 

in order to fulfill (lemallot) seventy years 


Dne 2 eompletes the thought of line 1, while lines 3-4 further elarify 
lines 1 and 2. Line 5, which starts with the same word as line 2, must be 
parallel to it. 

After this Winkle quotes three examples of this kind of ‘parallel structure’ 
(Exodus 16:35; Jeremiah 1:3; 2 Chronicles 36:16), and he is right as far as the 
similarity of structure is eoneerned. However, none of these examples fulfill the 
eriteria for true poetie parallelism such as found in the poetie writings in the 
Hebrew Bible. Instead of this we may apply to them the words of Professor E. 
Kònig of Bonn FJniversity as found in Hastings’ Dietionary ofthe Bible (Vol. V, p. 
116) where he issued a warning against regarding everything rhythmie in 
Hebrew prose as though it were parallelisms: 

It must be remembered that the higher form of prose, as employed 
espeeially by good speakers, was not without a eertain kind of rhythm. 

Indeed, this higher form of prose by such eminent speakers as the great 
prophets, e.g. Jeremiah, whose book is written for a large part (more than half) 
in poetie form (ef. NIV), and who also penned the all-poetie book of 
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Lamentations, often used a structure resembling parallelism, but we must 
remember that simple syntaetieal parallelistie structures do not on that count 
alone qualify as true parallelisms; for that the sense, the meaning must be 
parallelistie, and the form follow the rules of this speeial style of Semitie poetry 
(for this, see R.K. Harrison, Introduction to the Old Testament, London 1970, Part 
Twelve, I. Hebrew Poetry; pages 965-975, and similar works). 

Apparently, Ross E. Winkle was well aware of this when he wrote the above, 
for he did not elaim that he was dealing with genuine poetie parallelisms, but 
designated the form of his ‘parallel clauses’ a ‘quasi-poetic style’, and in this he 
was eorreet because that was all that they were. It seems as though RF 
overlooked this and so made another one of his typieal mistakes; this he also 
does when he intimates that Winkle’s argument ‘puts the text upside down’, 
because he himself is the one who does that, misinterpreting the elear messages 
of Jeremiah, Daniel and the Chronicler. Moreover, it seems that he also 
borrowed something else from Winkle who says in the last few lines on page 
211, that ‘modern translations of vs. 2 [Dan. 9:2] are rather amhìguous as far as 
the timing of the seventy years is eoneerned.’ This is, of course, eorreet, as 
Winlde’s examples (and several others) prove, but it is one thing to point out 
that some of the ‘modern’ translations are ‘ambiguous’, disturbing the sense of 
the text by their poor rendering, and then to elaim that the inspired words of 
Jehovah uttered by the prophet Jeremiah to God’s ehosen people are 
ambiguous and need interpretation by somebody living many years later, who 
had seen their fiilfìlment. RF adds to his errors when he says that ‘Winkle takes 
for granted that both the Bible and the traditional New Babylonian ehronology 
are true’, not on the basis of linguistic knowledge, but ‘by appealing ... to more 
elusive reasons’, because this is just the other way around - the only ehisive 
reasons presented in this eonneetion are ‘Made by RF’! 

Said in all fairness, Ross E. Winkle’s artiele is one of the best and most sober 
disquisitions on this subject I’ve yet seen, and it is eertainly worth having and 
reading, which ean hardly be said about RF’s bit. Indeed, there is more true 
seholarship in Winkle’s two short artieles than in RF’s entire fourth ehapter 
dealt with here, and probably even though all the ehapters in his book were 
included. 

The two poles ... 

In this last seetion of RF’s ‘exposition’ he reverts to his ehronologieal 
speculations, repeating onee again liis false elaims about the Bible stating that 
the exile lasted seventy years, but sinee these utterly untrue speculations have 
been thoroughly disproved in the foregoing, there seems to be no need to go 
into this disoission again. 

Summary and Conclusion 

Having gone through RF’s discussion of the scriptures mentioning the seventy 
years it is time to assess his effort: First, his treatment of the Hebrew text, 
including his transliterations, grammatieal ‘analyses’ and translations are too 
impreeise and far below par for someone introducing himself as a lecturer of 
Semitie languages in a reputable university. Actually, his understanding of 



482 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


Gassieal Hebrew and his eommand of its grammar, usage and style appear to 
be defeetive. Moreover, his entire argumentation eonsists of the feeblest 
possible postulates, to wit: 

He begins by presenting some very eategorieal statements, entirely without 
evidenee, after which he surmises that the parts of the inspired Bible text with 
which he disagrees are ‘ambiguous’, which they are not; then he tries to make 
the Hebrew text say something which simply is not in it, and when that appears 
impossible he opts for the LXX and the Old Ethiopie versions, both of which 
are defeetive or faulty in the verses referred to. In his dealings with the main 
scriptures under discussion, from Jeremiah, Daniel and the Chronicler, he bases 
much of his argument on three tiny partieles, trying to make them say what no 
Hebrew dietionary, grammar or translator aeeept, all apparendy in the hope that 
his gmllible readers will believe him. The only grammar book he refers to is a 
rather short syntax, actually little more than a eolleetion of samples whose 
author does not even stay within the referential framework of Hebrew 
grammatieal nomenclature, but ereates his own terms, which, of course, is not 
very helpful to the students. And the only Hebrew dietionary to which he refers 
casually is a new and relatively littie known work, which, when examined, does 
not even support his elaims! And in his deseription of a truly seholarly 
treatment of the subject he has ehosen for himself he appears to be entirely out 
of his depth - it is as though he eannot see the wood for the trees! 

In a sense, it is somewhat difficult to find out exactly what RF believes in, 
because for years he has been known as a member of the eongregation of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses, defending their positions on the matters discussed in his 
book. However, apparently he does not share their absolute faith in the Bible as 
God’s inspired and truthful word, such as when he elaims that parts of God’s 
Word are ‘ambiguous’, which they are not aeeording to the usual Watchtower 
doetrine; their views of the entire Bible may be summed up in Paul’s statement, 
‘All Scripture Is Inspired of God and beneíieial’ (2 Tim. 3:16, 17), ef the 
Watchtower publication bearing that title. Furthermore, he eritieizes the 
Adventist seholar Ross Winkle for ‘assuming that what the Bible says is true’, 
which for him apparently is a mere starting point for his own private 
mminations. As for the ehronology of the period in question, he also feels 
entitled to assess these matters for himself, without any regard for the weighty 
results of the diligent researeh by numerous eompetent seholars worldwide. In 
this method, however, he seems to emulate his Watchtower mentors, who also 
handles such matters in their own way, as was revealed by Raymond Franz, the 
former member of the Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses who wrote the 
long ehapter on ehronology in the book Aid to Bible IJnderstanding (New York 
1969, 1971); in his own book Crisis of Conscience (Atlanta, 4* edition 2002), he 
explained that in trying to prove historieally the date set for Jemsalem’s 
destruction by the witnesses (607 BCE) he diseovered that there was no 
evidenee for this whatsoever. Now, what did this seasoned Watchtower writer 
do under such circumstances? This he explains in detail (page 26): 

Everything pointed to a period twenty years shorter than our published 
ehronology elaimed. Though I found this disquieting, I wanted to believe 
that our ehronology was right in spite of all the eontrary evidenee. Thus, 
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in preparing the material for the Aid- book, much of the time and spaee 
was spent in trying to weaken the eredibility of the arehaeologieal and 
historieal evidenee that would make erroneous our 607 B.C.E. date and 
give a different starting point for our calculations and therefore an 
ending date different from 1914. ... like an attorney faeed with evidenee 
he eannot overeome, my efforts was to diseredit or weaken eonfidenee 
in witnesses from aneient times ... [so as] to uphold a date for which 
there was no historieal support. 

This eonfession of Mr Franz is very revealing, as it shows to what length 
Jehovah’s Witnesses will go when it eomes to defending their aneient dogmas, 
and it is evident that Rolf Furuli has learned from this method: he is willing to 
diseredit God’s Word and twist it for the sake of the doetrines of the seet to 
which he belongs; a very deplorable attitude, which, however, is in near perfeet 
tune with that of the leaders of the organization. Indeed, the entire presentation 
is one long and stubborn manipulation of the faets in a most non-seientifie way, 
as ean be seen in his very seleetive use of ‘evidenee’, omitting, avoiding or 
denigrating anything and everything which is not in aeeord with his prejudiced 
views. And when he has to faee the sound interpretations by reputable seholars, 
he does his very best to circumvent them in a mode reminiseent of the style 
employed for long by his mentors, the leaders of the seet to which he belongs. 
This is not really a seholarly work which may be used to edify truth-seeking 
people, but a narrow-minded, seetarian work of litde consequence. 



A eritieal review of Rolf Furuli’s 2 nd volume on ehronology: 

Assyrian, Babylonian and Egyptian Ohronology. Volume II 
of Assyrian, Babylonian, Egyptian, and Persian 
Chronology Compared with the Chronology of the Bible 
(Oslo: Awatu Publishers, 2007). 


Part I: The astronomieal “diary” VAT 4956 

Rolf Furuli’s new book on ehronology, Assyrian, Babylonian and Egyplian Chronology (Oslo: 
Awatu Publishers, 2007), eovers 368 pages. Chapter 6 (pages 94-123) and Appendix C (266- 
325), which together eover 90 pages or about 25 pereent of the book, are devoted to an 
attempt to overeome the evidenee provided by the astronomieal cuneiform tablet VAT 
4956, dated to the 37* year of Nebuchadnezzar II. 

VAT 4956 is a so-ealled astronomieal “diary” that reeords the positions of the moon and 
the five planets visible to the naked eye observed during the 37* year of Nebuchadnezzar. 
About 30 of these reeords are so well preserved that they ean be eheeked by modern 
computations. These computations have eonfirmed that the 37* year of Nebuchadnezzar 
eorresponds to year 568/567 BCE (spring-to-spring). 

VAT 4956 


Copied by Ernst Weidner and publishcd in 
Areltivfiir Orientforschung, Vol. 16,1952-1953, Tafel XVII 
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HAS VAT 4956 BEEN “TAMPERED WITH” IN MODERN TIMES? 

Fumli dedieates a substantial part of his discussion to arguing that the cuneifomi signs on 
the tablet have been “deliberately tampered with” in modern times. In particular he elaims 
that the signs for “year 37” at the beginning of the text in line 1 on the obverse of the tablet 
and the signs for “year 38” and “year 37” in the concluding lines at the lower edge on the 
reverse seem to have been “ineised” by someone in modern times. He also elaims that the 
signs for the name “Nebuchadnezzar” in line 1 on the obverse have been manipulated. 
After a lengthy analysis Fumli presents the following hypothesis on pages 285, 286: 
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“A eonsideration of the data above together with the unusual publicarion 
history of the tablet leads to the following hypothesis: VAT 4956 is an 
authenric cuneiform tablet that was eopied from older tablets in one of the 
last eentaries B.C.E. It eame to the Vorderasiatisehe Museum in Berlin about 
1905 as one single entity. Someone diseovered that the tablet was extremely 
important because it was an astronomieal tablet with the hitherto oldest 
astronomieal observations. These observations seemed to fit year 37 of 
Nebuchadnezzar II aeeording to the ehronology of Ptolemy, but a elear 
eonneetion with Nebuchadnezzar II was laeking. In order to make this 
eonneetion perfeetly elear, the one working with the tablet used a modern 
grinding maehine on the edge of the tablet, thus ineising the signs for ‘year 
37’ and ‘y ear 38.’ The first line with the name of the king was also 
manipulated. Because of the vibration, the tablet broke into three pieees, 
which were then glued together. It was diseovered that the fit of the signs on 
both sides of the break on the reverse side was not perfeet, and a grinding 
maehine was used to try to remedy this. If this hypothesis is eorreet, a direet 
link to years 37 and 38 of Nebuchadnezzar II was not originally found on 
the tablet, but the lunar observations are gemrine, while the planetary 
posirions are probably baclcward calculations.” 

On pages 295-324 Furuli discusses the astronomieal eontents reported on the tablet. He finds 
that the planetary positions on the whole fit the year 568/567 BCE, but elaims that the 13 
lunar positions better fìt the year 588/587 BCE. At the end of the Appendix on pages 324, 
325, therefore, he draws the following conclusions: 

“The following prineipal conclusions ean be drawn on the basis of the 
discussion of VAT 4956: The Diary is most likely a genuine tablet made in 
Seleucid times, but in modern times someone has tampered with some of 
the cuneiform signs. Because of the excellent fit of all 13 lunar positions in 
588/87, there are good reasons to believe that the lunar posirions represent 
observations from that year, and that the original tablet that was eopied in 
Seleucid times was made in 588/87. Because so many of the planetary 
posirions are approximately eorreet, but not eompletely eorreet, there are 
good reasons to believe that they represent backward calculations by an 
astrologer who believed that 568/67 was year 37 of Nebuchadnezzar II. 

Thus, the lunar positions seem to be original observations from 588/87, and 
the planetary positions are backward calculations for the positions of the 
planets in 568/67.” 

What about the elaim that someone in modern times has “tampered” with the signs on the 
tablet and, by using “a modern grinding maehine on the edge of the tablet,” has ineised the 
signs for ‘year 37’ and ‘year 38’ on the tablet? Furuli proposes this idea as a “hypothesis,” as 
he knows very well that he has not been able to present any evidenee in support of the idea. 

Aeeording to Furuli’s hypothesis, the supposed modern forger did not only ineise the signs 
for “year 37” and “year 38” at the edge of the tablet. He also ineised the signs for “year 37” 
and “manipulated” the signs for the name of the king, Nebuchadnezzar, in the beginning of 
line 1 on the obverse. The first question is how he could have done this, as there would 
have been no spaee at all at the beginning of the line for adding anything? 

If there was another date and a different royal name on the original tablet, the modern 
forger had first to remove these signs (with the supposed grinding maehine?) before the 
signs of the new date and the signs of the ehanges of the royal name could be ineised on the 
tablet. But such a replaeement of the first signs of line 1 could never have been done 
without leaving elear traees (e.g., depressions in the tablet) at the beginning of the line. No 
such traees exist. The signs look quite gemrine. As one speeialist on cuneiform points out: 
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“Anyone acquainted with cuneiform ean see that ‘year 37’ and ‘year 38’ are 
written by an experienced seribe. No modern person could have aehieved to 
serateh (into dried elay!!) tme-looking signs.” (Communication Hermann 
Hunger—C. O. Jonsson, Jan. 8, 2008) 

Another problem with Fumli’s hypothesis is the identity of the supposed modern forger of 
the dates and the royal name on the tablet. The first translation of the tablet was that of Paul 
V. Neugebauer and Ernst Weidner, whose translation together with an astronomieal 
examination and a discussion of it was published baek in 1915. (“Ein astronomiseher 
Beobachtungstext aus dem 37. Jahre Nebukadnezars II. (— 567/66),” Beriehte iiber die 
Verhandlmgen der koniglieh saehliehen Gesellsehaft der Wissenschaften gii Leipifg. Philologiseh- 
historisehe Klasse. 67. Band. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1915) 

As the artiele by Neugebauer and Weidner elearly shows, the date and the royal name (“year 
37 of Nebuchadnezzar”) were already on the tablet in 1915 when they were examining it. 
Are we to believe that these two seholars were forgers, who eo-operated in removing some 
of the original signs on the tablet and replaeing them with signs of their own preferenee? 
Even Furuli admits that he “eannot imagine that any seientist working with the tablet at the 
Vorderasiatisehe Museum has eommitted fraud.” (Fumli, p. 285) He has no idea about who 
the supposed forger may have been, or how he/she managed to ehange the signs on line 1 
without leaving any traees of it on the tablet. 

Finally, Fumli’s hypothesis is self-eontradietory. If it were true that the planetary positions 
“represent backward calculations by an astrologer who beliei’ed that 568/67 was year 37 of 
Nebnehadne^par II,” and if it were tme that “the original tablet that was eopied in Seleucid 
times was made in 588/87,” which Furuli argues was the 37 th year of Nebuchadnezzar, then 
the astrologer/eopyist must have dated the tablet to the 37 th year of Nebuchadnezzar from 
the very beginning! No modern manipulation of the date would then have been neeessary. 

Fumli’s hypothesis is simply untenable. The only reason for his suggesting it is the desperate 
need to get rid of a tablet that inexorably demolishes his “Oslo [= Watchtower] ehronology” 
and fìrmly establishes the absolute ehronology for the reign of Nebuchadnezzar II (604-562 
BCE). 

As discussed in ehapter 4 of my book The Gentile Times Teeonsidered (Atlanta: Commentary 
Press, 2004), there are at least nine other astronomieal tablets that perform the same serviee. 
Fumli’s ftitile attempts to undermine the enormous burden of evidenee provided by these 
other astronomieal tablets will be discussed in another, separate part of this review. 

The question that remains to be discussed here is Furuli’s elaim that the lunar positions that 
were observed in the 37 th year of Nebuchadnezzar and are reeorded on VAT 4956 fit the 
year 588/587 better than 568/567 BCE. 

DO THE LUNAR POSITIONS REOORDED ON VAT 4956 FIT 588/587 
BETTER THAN 568/567 BCE? 

On the baek eover of his new book Rolf Furuli states that the conclusion of his study is that 
“the lunar data on the tablet [VAT 4956] better fit 588 than 568 B.C.E., and that this is the 
37 th year of Nebuchadnezzar II.” What about this elaim? 

A eareftil examination of all the legible lunar positions reeorded on this astronomieal “diary” 
proves that the elaim is false. Almost none of the lunar positions reeorded on VAT 4956 fit 
the year 588/587 BCE, while nearly all of them excellently eorrespond to lunar positions in 
the year 568/567 BCE. 

The astronomy program used for this examination is Chris Marriott’s SkyMap Pro 11.04, 
which uses the modern eomplete ELP2000-82B lunar theory. The “delta-T” value used for 
the secular aeeeleration of the Moon is 1.7 milliseeonds per eenmry, which is the result of 
the extensive researeh presented by F. Riehard Stephenson in his Historiea/Ee/ipses and 
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Earíh’s Rotation (Cambtidge, 1997). The program used, therefore, maintains high accuracy far 
into the past, which is not tme of many other modern astronomy programs. 

About a year before Fumli’s book had been published in the autumn of 2007 I had 
examined his elaim (which he had published offìeially in advanee) and found that none of 
the lunar positions fit the year 588/587 BCE. I shared the first half of my results with some 
of my eorrespondents. I did not know at that time that Furuli not only moves the 37 th year 
of Nebuchadnezzar 20 years baek to 588/587 BCE, but that he also moves the 37* year 
about one extra month forward in the Julian ealendar, which aemally makes it fall too late in 
that year. The reason for this is the following: 

On the obverse, line 17, VAT 4956 states that on day 15 of month III (Simanu) there was a 
“lunar eelipse that was omitted.” The phrase refers to an eelipse that had been calculated in 
advanee to be invisible from the Babylonian horizon. 

On page 126 Fumli explains that he has used this eelipse reeord as the “point of deparmre” 
for mapping “the regnal years, the interealary months, and the beginning of eaeh month in 
the reign of Nebuchadnezzar II, both from the point of view that 568/67 and 588/87 
B.C.E. represent his year 37.” 

In the traditional date for the 37* year of Nebuchadnezzar, this eelipse ean easily be 
identified with the eelipse of July 4, 568 (Julian ealendar). Thus the Babylonian date, the 15* 
of month III, eorresponds to July 4, 568 BCE. From that date we may count backward to 
the lst of month III, which must have been June 20/21 (sunset to sunset), 568. As the 
tablet further shows that the preeeding Month II (Ayyarn) had 29 days and Month I 
(Nisannu) 30 days, it is easy to figure out that the l st of Ayyam fell on May 22/23, 568, and 
the l st of Nisannu (i.e., the l st day of year 37) on April 22/23, 568 BCE. 

On moving baek 20 years to 588/87 BCE - the 37* year of Nebuchadnezzar in Fumli’s 
alternative “Oslo Chronology” — we find that in this year, too, there was a lunar eelipse that 
could not be seen from the Babylonian horizon. It took plaee on July 15, 588 BCE. 
Aeeording to Fumli this is the eelipse that VAT 4956 dates to the 15* of month III 
(Simanu). Reekoning backwards from July 15, Furuli dates the l st of month III to June 30, 
588; the l st of month II (Ayyarn) to June 1, 588, and the l st of month I (Nisannti) to May 1. 
(In his discussions and/or calculations he is ineonsistently alternating between May 1, May 
2, and May 3). 

There are a number of problems with Fumli’s dates. The first one is that the first day of the 
Babylonian year, Nisannu 1, never began as late as in May! As shown by the tables on pages 
27-47 in R. A. Parker & W. H. Dubberstein’s Balylonian Chronology (Brown University Press, 
1956), the l st of Nisannu never onee in the 700-year period eovered (626 BCE - CE 75) 
began as late as in May. The same holds tme of the subsequent months: the l st of Ayyam 
never began as late as on June 1, and the l st of Simanu never began as late as on June 30. 
For this reason alone the lunar eelipse that VAT 4956 dates to the 15* of month III eannot 
be that of July 15, 588 BCE! This eelipse must have fallen in the middle of month II 'in the 
Babylonian ealendar. Furuli’s “point of deparmre” for his “Oslo Chronology,” therefore, is 
quite elearly wrong. 

Very interestingly, the lunar eelipse of July 15, 588 BCE was reeorded by the Babylonians on 
another cuneiform tablet, BM 38462, No. 1420 in A. Saehs’ LBAT catalogue, and No. 6 in 
H. Hunger’s Astronomiea!Diaries andRelated Texfs from Babjlonia (ADT), Vol. V (Wien, 2001). 
I discussed this tablet on pages 180-182 of my book, The Gentile Times Reeonsidered (3 td ed. 
1998, 4* ed. 2004). The ehronologieal strength of this tablet is just as deeisive as that of 
VAT 4956. It eontains annttal lunar eelipse reports dating from the l st to at least the 29* 
regnal year of Nebuchadnezzar (604/603 - 576/575 BCE). The preserved parts of the tablet 
eontain as many as 37 reeords of eelipses, 22 of which were predieted, 14 observed, and one 
that is uncertain. 

The entry eontaining the reeord of the July 15, 588 BCE eelipse (obverse, lines 16-18) is 
dated to jear 17, notjear37, of Nebuchadnezzar! This entry reports two lunar eelipses in this 



488 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


year, one “omitted” and one observed. The first, “omitted” one, which refers to the eelipse 
of July 15, 588, is dated to month II ' (Dn^ii), not to month III (Simann). So it eannot be the 
eelipse dated to month III on VAT 4956. That this eelipse really is the one of July 15, 588 is 
eonfirmed by the detailed information given about the seeond, observed lunar eelipse, which 
is dated to month X (Tebetu) of year 17. The details about the time and the magnimde help 
to identify this eelipse beyond all reasonable doubts. The whole entry reads aeeording to H. 
Hunger’s translation in ADT V, page 29: 

“[Year] 17, Month IV, [omitted.] 

[Month] X, the 13 th , morning watch, 1 bem 5° [before sunrise"J 
All of it was eovered. [It set eclips]ed.” 

The seeond eelipse in month X — six months after the first — took plaee on January 8, 587 
BCE. This date, therefore, eorresponded to the 13* of month X in the Babylonian ealendar. 
This agrees with Parker & Dubberstein’s tables, which show that the l st of month X 
(Tebeta) fell on 26/27 Deeember in 588 BCE. The Babylonians divided the 24-hour day 
into 12 bem or 360 LTSH (degrees), so one bem was two hours and 5 LTSH (= degrees of four 
minutes eaeh) were 20 minutes. Aeeording to the tablet, then, this eelipse began 2 hours and 
20 minutes before sunrise. It was total (“All of it was eovered”), and it “[set eclips]ed,” i.e., it 
ended after moonset. What do modern computations of this eelipse show? 

My astroprogram shows that the eelipse of January 8, 587 BCE began “in the morning 
watch” at 04:51, and that sunrise occurred at 07:12. The eelipse, then, began 2 hours and 21 
minutes before sunrise — exactly as the tablet says. The differenee of one minute is not real, 
as the LTSH (time degree of 4 minutes) is the shortest time unit used in this text. [The LTSH 
was not the shortest time unit of the Babylonians, of course, as they also divided the LTSH 
into 12 “fingers” of 20 seeonds eaeh.] The totality began at 05:53 and ended at 07:38. As 
moonset occurred at 07:17 aeeording to my program, the eelipse was still total at moonset. 
Thus the moon “set while eelipsed.” 

Furuli attempts to dismiss the enormous weight of evidenee provided by this tablet in just a 
few very confusing statements on page 127 of his book. He erroneously elaims that the 
many eelipses reeorded “occurred in the month before they were expected, except in one 
ease where the eelipse may have occurred two months before.” There is not the slightest 
truth in this statement. Both the predieted and the observed eelipses agree with modern 
computations. The statement seems to be based on the gross mistakes he has made on the 
previous page, where he has misidentified the months on LBAT 1421 with disastrous results 
for his calculations. 

In the examination below, the lunar positions reeorded on VAT 4956 are tested both for 
568/567 BCE as the generally aeeepted 37* year of Nebuchadnezzar and for Furuli’s 
alternative dates in 588/587 BCE as presented on pages 295-325 of his book. 

Furuli has also tested the lunar positions for the year 586/585 BCE, one Saros period (223 
months, or 18 years + e. 11 days) previous to 568/567. As Furuli himself rejeets this year as 
not being any part of his “Oslo Chronology”, I will ignore it as well as all his computations 
for that year (which in any ease are far from eorreet in most eases). 

The reeord of the first lunar position on the obverse, line 1, of VAT 4956 reads: 

(1) Obv.' line 1 : “Year 37 of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon. Month I, (the l st of which 
was identieal with) the 30* (of the preeeding month), the moon beeame visible behind the 
Bull of Heaven”. 

Nisannu 1 = 22/23 April 568 BCE : 

The information that the l st of Month I (Nisannu) was identieal with the 30* of the 
preeeding month is given to show that the preeeding lunar month (Addaru II of year 36, as 
shown also at Obv. line 5 of our text) had only 29 days. In 568 BCE the lst day of Nisanmi 
fell on 22/23 April (from evening 22 to evening 23) in the Julian ealendar. After sunset (at e. 
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18:30) and before moonset (e. 19:34) on April 22 the new moon beeame visible e. 5.5° east 
of (= behind) a Taurus, the most brilliant star in the eonstellation of Taurus (“the Bull of 
Heaven”). This is elose enough to the position given on the tablet. 

Furuli’s date: Nisannu 1 = 1 st . 2 nd and 3 rd Mav 588 BCE : 

In 588 BCE day 1 of Nisannu fell on 3/4 April aeeording to the modern calculations of the 
first visibility of the new moon after conjunction. Between sunset (at e. 18:18) and moonset 
(at e. 19:14) on April 3 the new moon beeame visible at the westem end of the eonstellation 
of Taums, about 14° west of (= in front of) a Taurus. Thus the moon was elearly not behind 
the eonstellation of Taums at this time. This position, therefore, does not fit that on the 
tablet. 

But as stated above, Furuli moves Nisannu 1 of 588 about one month forward in the Julian 
ealendar, which is required by his identifieation of the lunar eelipse dated to month III on 
the tablet with the eelipse of July 15, 588. (Furuli, p. 296) This should have moved 1 
Nisannu to 3/4 May, 588 BCE, a date that is seareely possible, as all the evidenee available 
shows that 1 Nisannu never fell that late in the Julian ealendar in the Neo-Babylonian or any 
later period. But Furuli goes on to make an even more serious error in eonneetion with this 
reloeation of Nisannu 1. 

On page 311 Furuli explicitly states that, “In order to eorrelate the Babylonian ealendar with 
the Julian ealendar, I take as a point of deparmre that eaeh month began with the sighting of 
the new moon.” He goes on to explain that, due to bad weather eonditions, the month 
could sometimes “begin a day after the new moon.” Despite this pronounced (and quite 
eorreet) point of departure, Furuli, in his discussion of the planetary positions on page 296, 
dates the l st of Nisannu in 588, not to 3/4 May but to May 1. He does not seem to have 
realized that this was not the date of the sighting of the new moon after conjunction. On 
the eontrary, this date not only preeeded the first sighting of the new moon by two days, but 
also the date of conjunction (the time of lunar invisibility) by one day! 

Later on, in the beginning of his discussion of the limar positions on page 312, Fumli seems 
to have diseovered that the May 1 date is problematie, because here he suddenly and 
without any explanation moves the beginning of 1 Nisannu in 588 forward, at first from 
May 1 to the evening of May 3, but finally, in the table at the bottom of the page, to the 
evening of May 2! Such manipulations of the Julian date for 1 Nisannu are, of course, 
inadmissible. One eannot have three different dates for 1 Nisannu in the same year! 

True, the conjunction did occur on 2 May, at e. 03:39 loeal time. (Herman H. Goldstein, 

Neip and FnllMoons 1001 B.C. foA.D. 1651, Philadelphia: Ameriean Philosophieal Soeiety, 
1973, p. 35) But this does not mean that the new moon beeame visible on that day in the 
evening after sunset. For a number of reasons, the time interval between the conjunction 
and the first sighting of the new moon is eonsiderable. As Dr. Saeha Stern explains, “the 
time interval between conjunction and first evening of visibility is often as long as one day 
(24 hours); it ranges however, at Mediterranean latimdes between a minimum of about 15 
hours and a maximum of well over two days.” (S. Stern, Calendar and Community, Oxford 
University Press, 2001, p. 100) The results of modern examinations of the first lunar 
ereseents reeorded on the Babylonian astronomieal tablets from 568 to 74 BCE are 
presented by Llros Anderlie, “Comparison with First Lunar Crescent Dates of L. Fatoohi,” 
available on the web at: 

http://www.univie.ac.at/EPH/Geschichte/First Lunar Crescents/Main-Comp-Fatoohi- 
Anderlic.htm . 

Thus the new moon could not be seen in the evening of 2 May, either. The earliest time for 
the visibility of the new moon was in the evening of 3 May, as stated above. Assuming that 
this ineredibly late date for 1 Nisannu were eorreet, we find that the new moon did appear 
behind the eonstellation of Taurus in this evening (of May 3) between sunset (at e. 18:36) 
and moonset (at e. 20:05). But it was eloser to the eonstellation of Gemini than to Taurus, 
so the position of the moon still does not fit very well. 
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In conclusion, the two dates for 1 Nisannu (l st and 2 nd May) that Furuli actually uses in his 
computations are impossible. And should he have used May 3 as the date for 1 Nisannu, 
this would not have been of much help to him, as all the three dates are unacceptably late as 
the beginning of the Babylonian year. 

(2) Obv.' line 3 savs : “Night of the 9* (error for: 8*), the beginning of the night, the moon 
stood 1 cubit f= 2°] in front of [= west of| (3 Virginis.” 

Nisannu 8 = 29/30 April 568 BCE : 

In 568 BCE the 8th of Nisannu fell on 29/30 April. In the beginning of the night on April 
29 the moon stood about 3.6° northwest of |3 Virginis, or about 2° to the west (in front of) 
and 3° to the north of (above) the star. This agrees quite well with the Babylonian 
measurement of 2°, which, of course, is a rather rough and rounded-off figure. 

Furuli’s date: Nisannu 9 = 11 Mav 588 BCE : 

As Furuli (ineorreetly) dates 1 Nisannu to 2 May in 588, he should have dated the 8* and 9* 
of Nisannu to May 9 and 10, respeetively. However, he moves the dates another day 
forward, to May 10 and 11, respeetively, as is shown in his table at the bottom of page 313. 
Based on this error, he elaims that, “On Nisanu 9 [May 11], the moon stood 1 cubit (2°) in 
front of |3 Virginis, exactly what the tablet says.” (Furuli, p. 313) 

But this is wrong, too. In the “beginning of the night” of 11 May 588 the moon stood, not 
to the west of (in front of), but far to the east of (behind) p Virginis (about 13° to the east of 
this star at 20:00). To add to the mess, the altitude/azimuth position of the moon in Furuli’s 
two columns to the right in his table is wrong, too, as it shows the position near midnight, 
not at “the beginning of the night” as the tablet says. 

(3) Obv.' line 8 : “Month II, the l st (of which followed the 30* of the preeeding month), the 
moon beeame visible while the sun stood there, 4 cubits [= 8°] below [3 Geminomm.” 

Avvam 1 = 22/23 Mav 568 BCE : 

In 568 BCE the l st day of Month II (Ayyam) fell on 22/23 May. The distanee between 
sunset this evening (at e. 18:49) and moonset (at e. 20:46) was e. 117 minutes. This distanee 
between the moon and the sun was long enough for the new moon to beeome visible while 
the sun still “stood there,” i.e., just above the horizon. At its appearanee the new moon 
stood about 7.3° south of (below) |3 Geminorum, which is very elose to the position given 
on the tablet. 

Furuli’s date: Ayvam 1 = 1 June 588 BCE : 

As Fumli has dated Nisannu 1 to 1 May, and later to 2 May, the l st of Ayyarn should fall one 
lunar month later. Fumli (p. 314) dates it to June 1. This, however, eonfliets with his earlier 
dates, because if Nisannu 1 began in the evening of 1 May as he holds at first (p. 296), and if 
Nisannu had 30 days as the tablet says, he should have dated the l st of Ayyam to May 31. 
But because he later on redates the beginning of Nisannu 1 to the evening of 2 May (p. 312), 
he is now able to date the l st of Ayyarn to 1 June. But as was pointed out earlier, the 2 May 
date for Nisannu 1 is unacceptable, too, as the moon did not beeome visible until 3 May. 

Fumli’s ehoiee of 1 June seems to be due to the faet that the new moon could not be 
sighted until that day. It beeame visible at sunset (e. 18:56) about 9.7° below [3 Geminomm. 
This is not “exactly 4 cubits below” this star, as Furuli states (p. 314), but elose to 5 cubits 
below it. Yet this would have been an aeeeptable approximation, had the date been right. 
But it does not only eonfliet with Furuli’s dating of Nisannu 1 to 1 May; the month of 
Ayyarn never began as late as in June. In addition, the altitude/azimuth position Furuli gives 
in his table (+ 54 and 256) is also wrong, as it does not show the position of the moon at 
sunset, but at e. 15:16, when it was still invisible. Aetaally, Fumli’s figures for the 
altitade/azimuth position at the time of observation are so often erroneous that they will 
heneeforth be ignored. The only detail that fairly eorresponds to the statement on the tablet, 
then, is the position of the moon. Everything else is wrong. 
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(4) Obv.' line 12 : “Month III, (the first of which was identieal with) the 30* (of the 
preeeding month), the moon beeame visible behind Cancer; it was thiek; sunset to moonset: 
20° [= 80 minutes]”. 

Simanu 1 = 20/21 Tune 568 BCE : 

In 568 BCE the l st day of Month III (Simanu) fell on 20/21 June. Day 1 began in the 
evening after sunset on June 20. At that time the new moon beeame visible behind (= east 
of) Cancer, exacdy as the tablet says. Aeeording to my astro-program the distanee from 
sunset to moonset was e. 23° (= 92 minutes; from sunset e. 19:06 to moonset e. 20:38). This 
is not very far from the measurement of the Babylonian astronomers. The diserepaney of 3° 
is aeeeptable in view of the primitive instmments they seem to have used. As N. M. 
Swerdlow has suggested, “the measurements could have been made with something as 
simple as a graduated rod held at arm’s length.” (N. M. Swerdlow, The Babjlonian Theory of the 
Planets, Prineeton University Press, 1998, pp. 40, 187) 

Furuli’s date: Simanu 1 = 30 June 588 BCE : 

As Furuli dated the l st of Ayyarn to June 1, and as the tablet shows that Ayyarn had 29 days, 
he should date the l st of Simanu to June 30, which he does. And it is tme that we do find 
the moon behind Cancer on this date. Fumli states that “it was 6° to the left (behind) the 
eenter of Cancer, so the fit is excellent.” But he has to add immediately that “it was so elose to 
the sm that it was not visible. ” (Furuli, p. 315. Emphasis added.) 

The reason is that the conjunction had occurred earlier on the very same day, at about 03:30. 
(H. H. Goldstine, op. àt., p. 35) In the evening the time distanee between sunset (at e. 19:09) 
and moonset (at e. 19:32) was still no more than 23 minutes, i.e., less than 6°, so the moon 
was too elose to the sun to be visible. Furuli does not eomment on the faet that the tablet 
gives the distanee between sunset and moonset as much as 20° (80 minutes), showing that 
the moon on Simanu 1 was far enough from the sun during the observation to be visible, 
eontrary to the sitaation in the evening of June 30 in 588. For this reason alone Furuli’s date 
is disqualified. 

(5) Obv.' line 14 : “Night of the 5*, beginning of the night, the moon passed towards the 
east 1 cubit [2°] <above/below> the bright star at the end of the Lion’s foot [= [3 Virginis].” 

Simanu 5 = 24/25 June 568 BCE : 

In 568 BCE the 5* of Simanu fell on 24/25 June aeeording to the tables of R. A. Parker & 
W. H. Dubberstein ( Babylonian Chrono!ogy, 1956, p. 28). In the evening of the 24th, the moon 
passed towards the east e. 2° north of y Virginis, not of |3 Virginis. So here is a problem. 
Either the Babylonian seholar misnamed the star, or he misdated the observation by one 
day. In the previous evening (on the 23 td ), the moon passed e. 4° above (north of) [3 
Virginis. Thus Johannes Koeh translates the 5* of Simanu into June 23 of the Julian 
ealendar and calculates that in the evening that day at 22:36 the moon was 4° 17' above and 
0° 55' behindp Virginis. (See J. K oeh, “Zur Bedeutung von LÁL in den ‘Astronomieal 
Diaries’ und in der Plejaden-Schaltregel,”/o/taw/ of Cuneiform Stndies, Vol. 49, 1997, p. 88.) 

Furuli’s date: Simanu 5 = 4 Julv 588 BCE : 

Furuli dates the 5* of Simanu to 4 July 588 BCE. He elaims (p. 315) that on this date “the 
fit is excellent: the moon passed 1 cubit (2°) above |3 Virginis.” LTnfortanately, it did not. 
When the Babylonian day began (at sunset, e. 19:10) the moon was already e. 2 V 2 cubits (5°) 
behind (east of) (3 Virginis. It had passed above |3 Virginis about 12 hours earlier, in the 
morning before moonrise, but that would have been on Simanu 4, not on Simanu 5. So the 
fit is far from “excellent.” 

(6) Obv.' line 15 : “Night of the 8*, first part of the night, the moon stood 2 V 2 cubits [= 5°] 
below p Librae.” 
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Simanu 8 — 27/28 Tune 568 BCE : 

In 568 BCE the 8* of Simanu fell on 27/28 June. My astro-program shows that in the early 
night of June 27 the moon stood c. 4.5° south of (3 Librae, which is very elose to the 
position given on the tablet. 

Furuli’s date: Simanu 8 = 7 Julv 588 BCE : 

Fumli, who dates the 8* of Simanu to the 7th of July, 588 BCE, elaims (p. 316) that the 
moon on that díy “was 2 Vi cubits below (3 Librae, so the fit is excellent.” Again, Furuli is 
wrong. In the “first part of the night” on 7 July 588 BCE the moon stood as much as e. 6 
cubits (12°) ivest of (i.e., far from below) |3 Librae. It was in faet eloser to the eonstellation of 
Virgo than to Libra. So Fumli’s date does not fit at all. 

(7) Obv.' line 16 : “Night of the 10 th , first part of the night, the moon was balaneed 3 Vz 
cubits [= 7°] above a Seorpii.” 

Simanu 10 = 29/30 June 568 BCE : 

In 568 BCE the 10* of Simanu fell on 29/30 June. In the first part of the night of the 29*, 
the moon stood about 8° above (north of) a Seorpii, which is very elose to the position 
deseribed on the tablet. 

Fumli’s date: Simanu 10 = 10 Julv 588 BCE : 

As Furuli had dated Simanu 8 to July 7, he should have dated Simanu 10 to 9 July 588. But 
strangely, he mistranslates it into 10 July and elaims (p. 317): “The moon was 3 V 2 cubits (7°) 
above a Seorpii, so the fit is excellent.” But in the “first part of the night” that day the moon 
was over 5 cubits (10°) northeast of a Seorpii. And even if we move baek to the early night of 
July 9, the moon at that time was about 5 cubits (10°) northmst oí a Seorpii. It would not be 
eorreet to state of any of these lunar positions that the “fit is excellent”. None of them fits. 

(8) Obv.'Iinel7 : “The 15*, one god was seen with the other; sunrise to moonset: 7° 30' [= 

30 minutes]. A lunar eelipse which was omitted [_]” 

Simanu 15 = 4/5 Julv 568 BCE : 

In 568 BCE the 15* of Simanu fell on 4/5 July. The expression “one god was seen with the 
other” refers to the simation when the sun and the moon are both visible at the same time 
when standing in opposition to eaeh other. This was the simation in the early morning of 5 
July. From sunrise in the east at e. 04:51 to moonset in the west at e. 05:24, i.e., for about 33 
minutes, “one god was seen with the other.” This is very elose to the time distanee reeorded 
on the tablet, 7° 30 ', or 30 minutes. 

Line 17 also reeords “a lunar eelipse which was omitted [....]”, an expression used of an 
eelipse that had been predieted in advanee to be invisible from the Babylonian horizon. The 
text is somewhat damaged, but the referenee is obviously to the lunar eelipse of July 4, 568 
BCE, which aeeording to modern calculations began about 12:50 and lasted until 14:52, 
loeal time. As it took plaee in the early afternoon when the moon was below the horizon, it 
could not be observed in Babylonia. 

Fumli’s date: Simanu 15 = 15 Julv 588 BCE : 

Fumli dates Simanu 15 to 15 July 588 BCE. True, there was a lunar eelipse on that day that 
was invisible from the Babylonian horizon. Furuli elaims on page 317 that “the eelipses of 
July 15, 588; of July 4, 568; and of June 24, 586, all occurred on Simanu 15 and fit the 
deseription.” However, the time distanees between sunrise and moonset at the dates in 588 
and 586 do not fit at all with the information on the tablet. On 15 July 588 the moonset (at 
04:50) occurred about five minutes before sunrise (04:55), so the two “gods” could not been 
seen with eaeh other that day. And the same problem is eonneeted with the June 24, 586 
BCE date. Of the three alternatives, therefore, only the July 4, 568 BCE date fits the 
information on the tablet. 
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In passing, Hunger’s translation of the obv.' line 18 should be eorreeted. It says: “[_ the 

moon was be]low the bright star at the end of the [Lion’s] foot [....]” 

The signs within braekets are illegible and the text had to be restored by Hunger. But as he 
himself later explained, the word “moon” was just a guess that he had not eheeked. Modern 
calculations show that, if the day number (which is lost, too) was the 16* (July 5/6), the 
heavenly body that was below “the bright star at the end of the Lion’s foot” (= (3 Virginis) 
must have been Venus, not the moon. This was later pointed out also by Johannes Koeh 
(JCS 49, 1997, p. 84, n. 7, and p. 89). However, Koeh calculates that Venus in the first part 
of the night of July 5 was 0° 02'above and 1° 06' behind p Virginis, while the SkyMap Pro 
11 program shows that Venus at that time was not 0° 02'above but about 0° 64' beloip and 
about 0° 89' behind (3 Virginis. These results are in eloser agreement with the tablet. 

(9) 'Rev. line 5 : “Month XI, (the l st of which was identieal with) the 30* (of the preeeding 
month), the moon beeame visible in the Swallow; sunset to moonset: 14° 30' [58 minutes]; 
the north wind blew. At that time, Jupiter was 1 cubit behind the elbow of Sagittarius [ ]” 

Shabatu 1 = 12/13 Febmarv 567 BCE : 

In 568/567 BCE the first day of month XI (Shabatti) fell on 12/13 Febmary 567 BCE. On 
day 12 the distanee between sunset (at e. 17:44) and moonset (e. 18:53) was 69 minutes (17° 
15'), or 11 minutes (2° 45 J more than those given on the tablet, 58 minutes. Aeeording to 
the tablet, the new moon beeame visible after sunset “in the Swallow.” 

The “Swallow” eovered or included a part of the eonstellation of Pisees. The exact 
extension of the “Swallow” is not quite elear. But it included a band of stars ealled “DUR 
SIM-MAH (ribbon of the swallow)” which included at least 8, s, and (J Pisees, perhaps also 
some other stars. The “ribbon of the swallow” is referred to in over a dozen astronomieal 
reports dating from 567 to 78 BCE, and these have been helpful in loeating at least some 
stars in the group. (Alexander Jones, “A Study of Babylonian Observations of Planets Near 
Normal Stars,” Arehive for History of Exact Seienees, Vol 58, 2004, pp. 483, 490) The 
“Swallow”, then, eomprised at least the “ribbon of the swallow” and then extended 
westward along the Pisees. 

Furuli’s discussion of SIM and SIM-MAH on page 296 is thoroughly misleading, as he tries 
to eonftise the issue by referring to some older views without telling that they were 
abandoned long ago. This is tme of Kugler’s suggestion baek in 1914 that SIM-MAH 
applies to the northwest of Aquarius. To be sure, Fumli states that two modern seholars, E. 
Kasak and R. Veede, in an artiele published in 2001 applies SIM to “the Bull of Heaven” 
(Taurus). They do not! In their artiele (available on the web: 
http:/folklore.ee/folklore/voll6/planets.pdf) they do not mention SIM at all! Furuli also 
refers to the conclusion of van der Waerden (1974) that it applies to “the south-west part of 
Pisees” — as if this would be yet another view. The faet is that his conclusion does not 
eonfliet with that of other modern seholars, including that of Jones, Hunger, and Pingree. 
The impression Furuli tries to give, that modern experts widely disagree about the identity 
of SIM and SIM-MAH, is false. All agree that it eovered or included a part of the 
eonstellation of Pisees. 

My astro-program shows that in the evening after sunset on Febmary 12, 567 BCE, the new 
moon beeame visible in the Pisees, about half-way between a Pisees in the south and y 
Pisees in the west and e. 8.5° below the eentre of the western bow of the Pisees. Furuh’s 
statement that the moon at this time was “13° below the eentral part of Pisees” is not 
eorreet. His elaim that the position is “a somewhat inaccurate fit” is totally uncalled-for, in 
particular in view of his statement that “the fit is excellent” when he finds the lunar position 
on his own preferred date (Febmary 22, 587) to have been “9° below the eentral part of 
Pisees.” 

There ean be no doubt that the moon on Febmary 12, 567 BCE was “in the Swahow,” just 
as is stated on the tablet. At that time Jupiter could also be seen in Sagittarius as the tablet 
says. 
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Furuli’s date: Shabatu 1 — 22 Febmary 587 BCE : 

Furuli’s date for Shabarn 1 is 22 Febmary 587 BCE. And it is true that the moon on that day 
was “in the Swallow.” One problem with this date, however, is that the new moon at sunset 
was so elose to the sun (less than 10°) that it most probably was invisible. The conjuncrion 
had occurred earlier on the same Julian day, at e. 01:26. Besides, Jupiter was between Aries 
and Pisees, far away from Sagittarius where it is plaeed by the tablet. 

(10) 'Rev. line 12 : “Month XII, the first (of which followed the 30* of the preeeding 
month), the moon beeame visible behind Aries while the sun stood there; sunset to 
moonset: 25° [100 minutes], measured; earthshine; the north wind blew.” 

Addarn 1 = 14/15 Mareh 567 BCE : 

In 568/567 BCE the first day of month XII (Addarn) fell on 14/15 Mareh 567 BCE. On 
day 14 the distanee between sunset (at e. 18:06) and moonset (at e. 19:50) was 104 minutes 
(26°), which is very elose to the Babylonian measurement, 25° (100 minutes). The distanee 
between the moon and the sun was long enough for the moon to beeome visible before 
sunset (“while the sun stood there”). At that time the moon stood about 15° southeast of a 
Aries, thus partially behind and partially below the most brilliant star in Aries. This roughly 
agrees with the position given on the tablet. 

Fumli’s date: Addarn 1 = 24 Mareh 587 BCE : 

Furuli’s date for Addarn 1 is 24 Mareh 587 BCE. Of the position of the moon Furuli says 
(p. 321): “The moon was 13° to the left of (behind) Aries, so the fit is excellent.” This is not 
quite eorreet. About 86 minutes (e. 21.5°) before sunset (“while the sun stood there”), the 
rnoon stood about 7° to the south of (below) the nearest star in Aries (8 Aries) and about 
20° to the southeast of (i.e., partially below and partially behind) a Aries. This posirion is not 
very exact, but aeeeptable. 

(11) 'Rev. line 13 : “Night of the 2 nd , the moon was balaneed 4 cubits [8°] below rj Tauri.” 
Addarn 2 = 15/16 Mareh 567 BCE : 

In 567 BCE the 2 nd of Addarn fell on 15/16 Mareh. In the night of the 15*, at e. 19:00, the 
moon was 4 cubits (8°) direetly to the south of (below) rj Tauri, also known as Aleyone, the 
most brilliant star in the star cluster Pleiades. This posirion agrees exactly with that given on 
the tablet. 

Fumli’s date: Addarn 2 = 25 Mareh 587 BCE : 

Furuli dates Addarn 2 to 25 Mareh 587 BCE. In the night of that day, at e. 19:00, the moon 
was about 10.5° southeast of rj Tauri, a position that does not agree very well with that given 
on the tablet. The fit is definitely not “excellent” as Furuli (p. 321) elaims it is. 

(12) 'Rev. line 14 : “Night of the 7*, the moon was surrounded by a halo; Praesepe and a 
Leonis [stood] in [it....]” 

Addarn 7 = 20/21 Mareh 567 BCE : 

In 567 BCE the 7* of Addarn fell on 20/21 Mareh. In the night of the 20*/21 st the moon 
stood between a Leonis and Praesepe, the latter being an open star cluster elose to the 
eentre of the eonstellation of Cancer. As they lie about 23° apart, the halo must have 
eovered a large area in the sky. The next line (line 15), in faet, goes on to state that “the halo 
surrounded Cancer and Leo.” As the moon stood between these two eonstellations, its 
position agrees with that given on the tablet. 

Fumli’s statement (p. 322) that Cancer “is either the eonstellation or the zodiaeal sign that 
eovers 30° of the heaven” is anaehronisrie, as the zodiaeal belt was not divided into signs of 
30° eaeh until much later, in the Persian era. 
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Furuli’s date: Addam 7 — 30 Mareh 587 BCE : 

Furuli’s date for Addarn 7 is 30 Mareh 587 BCE. Fle states that Cancer in that night “was 4° 
above the moon and <x Leonis was 13° below the moon.” However, Cancer was not above 
but in front of (west of) the moon, and a Leonis was not below but behind (east of) the moon. 
But as this lunar posirion was nearly the same as on 20/21 Mareh, 567 BCE, both positions 
fit. 

(13) 'Rev. line 16 : “The 12*, one god was seen with the other; sunrise to moonset: 1° 30' [6 
minutes]; ....” 

Addarn 12 = 25/26 Mareh 567 BCE : 

In 567 BCE the 12* of Addarn fell on 25/26 Mareh. Aeeording to the tablet sunrise 
occurred 1° 30 ' — 6 minutes — before moonset, meaning that one “god” could be “seen with 
the other” in the morning for six minutes. My astro-program shows that in the morning of 
Mareh 26 the sun rose at e. 06:08 and the moon set e. 06:11, that is, they could both be seen 
at the same time above the horizon for about 3 minutes, which is elose to the time given on 
the tablet. 

Furuli’s date: Addarn 12 = 4/5 April 587 BCE : 

Furuli has misunderstood the ldnd of phenomenon referred to by the expression “one god 
was seen with the other”. He explains on page 323: “To say that one god (the sun) was seen 
with the other god (the moon) was one way to express that the moon was frill.” 

Although it is tme that the moon was nearly frill when it was seen with the sun, this is not 
exactly what the expression refers to. As explained earlier, it refers to the sitmtion when the 
sun and the moon stand in opposition to eaeh other — the sun in the east and the moon in 
the west - and both ean be seen simaltamonsly above the hori^on for a short period of time. As Furuli 
has not understood this, his eomments on the text are mistaken and irrelevant. 

Fumli’s date for the 12* of Addarn is 4/5 April 587 BCE. In the morning of April 5 the sun 
rose at e. 05:54. But the moon had already set at e. 05:13, i.e., about 41 minutes before 
sunrise. Thus one “god” could not be seen “with the other” this morning. Fumli’s date, 
then, is wrong. Only the 567 BCE date fits the statement on the tablet. 

In summary, at least 10 of the 13 lunar posirions examined fit the 568/567 BCE date quite 
well, one (no. 10) is aeeeptable, while two (nos. 2 and 5) are aeeeptable only if the dates are 
moved baek one day. Of Furuli’s dates in 588/587 BCE only one (no. 12) fits, while 9 do 
not fit at alL The fits of the remaining three (9, 10, and 11) are far from good but aeeeptable. 

The eonehision is, that the observations were made in 568/567 
BCE. The year 588/587 BCE is definitely out of the question. 

Part II: The Saturn Tablet BM 76738 + BM 76813 

The Saturn Tablet eonsists of two broken pieees, BM 76738 + BM 76813. It eontains a list 
of last and first appearanees of Samrn for a period of 14 successive years, namely, the first 
14 years of the Babylonian king Kandalanu, whose 22 years of reign is generally dated to 647 
— 626 BCE. As the examination below will demonstrate, the Satum Tablet alone is sufficient 
for establishing the absolute ehronology of the first 14 years of his reign. Every attempt by 
the Watchtower Soeiety and its apologists to add 20 years to the Neo-Babylonian 
ehronology is effeetively bloeked by this tablet. 

The Watchtower apologist Rolf Furuli in Oslo, Norway, strains every nerve to get rid of the 
evidenee provided by this tablet in his new volume on ehronology, Assyrian, Babylonian and 
Egyptian Chronology (Oslo: Awatu Publishers, 2007). The Watchtower Soeiety’s ehronology, 
renamed by Furuli the “Oslo Chronology”, requires that Nebuchadnezzar’s 18* year, in 
which he desolated Jemsalem, is dated to 607 instead of 587 BCE. This would also move his 
father Nabopolassar’s 21-year reign 20 years baclcwards in time, from 625-605 to 645-625. 
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As the Satum Tablet definitely bloeks any ehange of this 1-dnd, it has to be reinterpreted in 
some way. Fumli has realized that he eannot simply wave it away as unreliable, as he does 
with so many other uncomfortable astronomieal tablets. 

To overeome this problem Furuli tries to argue that Nabopolassar and Kandalanu is one 
and the same person. (Furuli, ehapter 12, pp. 193-209) This idea will be discussed in some 
detail at the end of this artiele, but one of the problems with it is that the first year of 
Kandalanu is fixed to 647 BCE, not to 645 as is required by Furuli’s variant of the 
Watchtower ehronology (the “Oslo Chronology”). To “solve” this problem, Furuli argues 
that there may have been not one but two years of interregnnm before the reign of 
Nabopolassar. He also speculates that “a seribe could have reekoned his first regnal year one 
or two years before it aemally started”! (Furuli, p. 340) He ends up lowering the first year of 
Nabopolassar/Kandalanu one year, from 647 to 646, elaiming that the observations on the 
Samrn Tablet may be applied to this lowered reign. He believes his table E.2 on pp. 338-9 
supports this. However, as will be demonstrated in the discussion below, there is no 
evidenee whatsoever in support of these peculiar ideas. His table bristles with serious 
mistakes from beginning to end. 

The Planet Samrn has a revolution of e. 29.46 years, which means that it remrns to the same 
plaee among the stars at the same time of theyear after twice 29.46 or nearly 59 years. Due to 
the revolution of the earth round the sun, Saturn disappears behind the sun for a few weeks 
and reappears again at regular intervals of 378.09 days. This means that its last and first 
visibility occurs only onee a year at most, eaeh year elose to 13 days later in a solar year of 
365.2422 days, and elose to 24 days later in a lunar year of 354.3672 days (12 months of 
29.5306 days), except, of course, in years with an interealary month. 

EXAMINATION OF THE ENTRIES FOR THE FIRST 7 YEARS (14 
LINES) 

On the above-mentioned tablet eaeh year is eovered by two lines, one for the last and one 
for the first visibility of the planet. The tablet, then, eontains 2 x 14 = 28 lines. As lines 3 
and 4 are elearly dated to the 2 nd year, the damaged and illegible sign for the year number in 
lines 1 and 2 obvkmsly refers to the l st year of king Kandalanu. 

The text of lines 1 and 2: 

1' [Year 1 of Kand]alanu, 'month' [..., day ..., last appearanee.] 

2' [Year 1, mont]h 4, day 24, in frofnt of... the Crab, first appearanee.] 

Oomments: 

As is seen, the last and first visibility of Samrn is dated to year, month, and day in the lunar 
ealendar of the Babylonians. As the Babylonian lunar months began in the evening of the 
first visibility of the moon after conjunction, there are two mumally independent eyeles that 
ean be eombined to test the eorreetness of the ehronology: the lunar first visibility eyele of 
29.53 days, and the Samrn visibility eyele of 378.09 days. 57 Samrn eyeles of 378.09 days 
make almost exacdy 59 solar years. As explained by C. B. F. Walker, the translator of the 
tablet: 


“A eomplete eyele of Samrn phenomena in relation to the stars takes 59 
years. Bnt ivhen that eyek has to befitted to the htnar ealendar ofi29 or 30 days then 
identieal tyeles remr at intervals of rather more than 1 7 eentnries. Thus there is no 
difficulty in determining the date of the present text.” — C. B. F. Walker, 
“Babylonian Observations of Sarnrn during the Reign of Kandalanu,” in N. 
M. Swerdlow (ed.), Aneient Astronomy and Celestia/Divination (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, and London: 1999), p. 63. Emphasis added. (Walker’s artiele, 
with picture, is available on the web: 

http://www.caeno,org/ Eponvm/pdf/Walker Samrn%20in%20Kandalanu 
%20reign.pdf .) 
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The modem program used here for finding the last and first visibility of Saturn and 
the first visibility of the Moon (the latter is eompared with the computations of 
Peter Huber used by C. B. F. Walker) is Planetaiy, Ljmar, and Stellar L'isibility 3, 
available at the following site: 

http: / /www. alcyone.de /PVis / english/ProgramPVis.htm 

As explained in the introducrion to the program, exact dating of aneient visibility phenomena 
is not possible. While the margin of uncertainty in the calculations of the first visibility of 
the moon is no more than one day, it ean be several days for some planets due to 
uncertainties in the arms visionis, variations in the planetary magnitude, atmospherie effeets, 
weather and other observarional circumstances. For a detailed discussion of the 
uncertainties involved, see Teije de Jong, “Early Babylonian Observations of Satarn: 
Astronomieal Considerations,” in J. M. Steele and Annette Imhausen (eds.), Under One Sky. 
Astronomy and Mathematies in the Andent Near Easf (Mrinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2002), pp.175- 
192. 

These faetors “may introduce an uncertainty of up to five days in the predieted dates.” 
(Teije de Jong, op. rìt., p. 177) A deviation of up to five days between modern calculations 
and the aneient observations of the visibility of planets in the period we are dealing with lies 
within the margin of uncertainty. It does not prove that our ehronology for Kandalanu is 
wrong. Nor does it indieate that the aneient cuneiform reeords on the Satarn tablet are 
based on backward calculations instead of observations, as elaimed by Rolf Furuli. A greater 
differenee, however, of 6 days or more, would show that something is wrong. 

YEAR 1 = 647 BCE IN THE TRADITIONAL CHRONOLOGY: 

Lines 1 and 2 : For 647 BCE — the date established for the l st regnal year of Kandalanu — 
the program shows that the last visibility of Satarn took plaee in the evening of June 14 and 
the first visibility in the morning of July 18. The Babylonian date in line 1 for the last visibility 
is damaged and illegible. The date in line 2 for the first visibility of Satarn, however, is stated 
to be month 4, day 24 in the Babylonian lunar ealendar which, therefore, should eorrespond 
to July 18 in the Julian ealendar. Does this Julian date synehronize with the lunar ealendar 
date as stated on the tablet? As the Babylonian lunar months began in the evening of the 
first lunar visibility, we should expect to find that the 24 th day before July 18 fell on or elose to 
a day of first lunar visibihty. The 24* day before July 18 brings us baek to the morning of 
June 25, 647 BCE as day 1 of the 4* Babylonian month. As the Babylonian day began in the 
evening of the previous day, the evening of June 24 should be the time of the first visibility 
of the moon after conjuncrion. And our program shows that this day was indeed the day of 
first lunar visibihty: both the Julian date for Satarn’s first visibility and the stated Babylonian 
lunar ealendar date are in harmony. 

YEAR 1 IN FURULI’S CHRONOLOGY = 646 BCE: 

In his revised ehronology, Furuh not only elaims that Kandalami was just another name for 
Nabopolassar. He also moves the P'jearfrom 647 to 646 BCE. How does this redating of the l st 
regnal year tally with the aneient reeord and modern computations? Could it be that C. B. F. 
Walker is wrong in stating that the dated Satarn phenomena reeorded on the tablet recur on 
the same date in the Babylonian lunar ealendar only after more than 17 eentaries? 

Line 2 : In 646 BCE the first visibihty of Satarn occurred in the morning of July 31. If this 
was the 24* day of the Babylonian month 4 as the text says, the l st day of that month would 
be the 24* day before July 31. This brings us to the 8* of July, and the previous evening of 
July 7 would be a day of first lunar visibihty — if Furuh’s alternative date for regnal year 1 is 
eorreet. 

But it does not fit. Aeeording to the program, the day of first lunar visibihty before July 31 
in 646 was July 13, not July 7. This is a deviation of 6 days, which is too much. The very first 
entry on the tablet eontradiets Furuh’s revised ehronology. 
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The text of lines 3 and 4: 

3' [Ye]ar 2, month 4, day 10+[x, ..last appearanee.] 

4' [Year 2, mon]th 5, broken, in the head of the Lion, first appearanee; not [observed?.] 

Comments; 

YEAR 2 = 646 BCE: 

Line 3 : As is seen, both dates are damaged. But if the 2™$ regnal year was 646, as is 
eonventionally held, the last visibility of Saturn that year occurred in the evening of June 28. 
Aeeording to the program, the previous first lunar visibility occurred in the evening of June 
13, which thus eorresponded to the l st day of the Babylonian month 4. The last Satarn 
visibility on June 28, then, would be month 4, day 16 (= the damaged “day 10+”) in the 
Babylonian ealendar. 

Line 4 : As stated above, the first visibility of Satarn in 646 occurred in the morning July 31 
and the previous first lunar visibility fell in the evening of July 13. If July 13 was the l st day 
of month 5 in the lunar ealendar, July 31 should have been day 18 (the “broken” day 
number) in the lunar ealendar. 

We eannot know for sure if these restorations of the damaged day numbers are quite 
eorreet, but there is nothing in the text that eontradiets them. 

Satarn is stated to have been “in the head of the Lion [SAG UR-A]”, which “in the Diaries 
from -380 onward ... designates s Leonis.” (Walker, op. dt., p. 72) My astro-program shows 
that Satarn at this time was almost on the same eeliptie longitade (104.5°) as s Leonis 
(104.0°), but its latitade was about 9° below (south of) the star. If the restoration of the last 
part of the line is eorreet (“not [observed?]”), the position was not observed but had to be 
calculated by the Babylonian seholar. This would explain the inexact latitadinal position. 

FURULI: YEAR 2 = 645 BCE: 

Line 3 : “Year 2” in Furuli’s revised ehronology is 645 BCE. The last visibility of Satarn in 
645 fell aeeording to our program in the evening of July 10 and the previous first lunar 
visibility occurred in the evening of July 1. As July 1 was day 1 in the lunar ealendar, July 10 
would have been lunar day 10. The damaged day number of the text (“10+”), however, 
shows that more than 10 days had passed from day 1 until the last visibility of Satarn. If the 
restored day number was “16” as argued above, this would be a deviation of 6 days from the 
true date. 

Line 4 : The first visibility of Satarn in 645 took plaee in the morning of August 12. If that 
was day 18 of month 5 in the lunar ealendar (as argued above), the previous first lunar 
visibihty in the evening of lunar day 1 would have occurred in the evening of July 25. But 
the program shows that the first lunar visibihty occurred in the evening of July 31. If the 
restored day number, 18, is eorreet, this is a deviation of 7 days. Besides, the position of 
Satarn does not tally with the text, either. While the differenee in latitade between Satarn 
and s Leonis was the same as in the previous year (about 9°), the eehptie longitade of Satarn 
in the morning of August 12 was 117.5°, which was 12.5° behind (east of) the star (104.0°). 
This alone shows that Furuh’s alternative date for “year 2” is impossible. 

The text of lines 5 and 6: 

5' [Ye]ar 3, month 4, day 7, [last appearanee.] 

6' [Year 3] month 5, day 16, in the Lion behind the King (= a Leonis), [first appearanee]; 
'high'. 



Comments: 

YEAR 3 = 645 BCE: 
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Line 5 : As is seen, the Babylonian months and days for both last and first appearanees are 
preserved. The date established for year 3 of Kandalanu is 645 BCE. As stated above, the 
last visibility of Saturn in that year occurred aeeording to our program in the evening of July 
10 and the first lunar visibility occurred in the evening of July 1. As July 1 was day 1 in the 
lunar ealendar, “day 7” in the text would be July 7. However, the program dates the last 
visibility of Satarn to July 10, so there is a deviation of 3 days, which is not good but 
aeeeptable for the reasons explained earlier. The Babylonian astronomer(s) observed Satarn 
for the last time on day 7, although its aetaal disappearanee did not occur until 3 days later. 

Line 6 : Aeeording to the program, the first visibility of Satam in 645 occurred in the 
moming of August 12, while the previous first lunar visibility took plaee on July 31 after 
sunset. If day 1 in the lunar ealendar began in the evening of July 31, the reeorded 
observation of Satarn on “day 16” must have occurred in the morning of August 16. The 
program, however, dates the first visibility of Satarn 4 days earlier, in the morning of August 
12. This deviation is great but may be explained. In faet, the reason seems to be given by the 
Babylonian observer himself by his adding of the sign for the word NIM, “high,” at the end 
of the line. The word indieates that the planet Satarn at the day of observation was already 
so high above the horizon that the aetaal reappearanee had occurred some days before “day 
16” but had not been observed at that time, perhaps due to the weather. C. B. F. Walker 
explains: 

“NIM, high: this term indieates that when first observed the planet was 
higher above the horizon than normal for first visibility, leading to the 
conclusion that theoretieal first visibility had taken plaee a day or two earlier, 
but had not been observed. See Huber (1982), 12-13.” - Walker, op. eit. 

(1999), p. 74. 

Teije de Jong points out that of the 28 reeords on the tablet “7 reeords are unreadable or 
ineomplete because of textaal damage, while 6 reeords are unreliable aeeording to the 
professional annotations of the [Babylonian] observer (‘not observed’, ‘computed’ or high’, 
i.e. visibility oeemred a few dajs late, presnmably beeaitse of elondy skies on the expected day of first 
visibility ).” -T. dejong, op. àt., p. 178. Emphasis added. 

If the aetaal but unobserved first reappearanee of Satarn had occurred “a few days” earlier 
than day 16 in the lunar ealendar, the differenee of 4 days would be reduced by a couple of 
days or more. 

The position of Satarn in the morning of observation (August 16, 645) is stated to be “in 
the Lion behind the King (= a Leonis)”, which is eorreet: The planet was 5° behind (east of) 
a Leonis. 

FLTRLTLI: YEAR 3 = 644 BCE: 

Line 5 : “Year 3” in Furuli’s revised ehronology is 644 BCE. The last visibility of Satarn in 
644 took plaee in the evening of July 24, while, aeeording to our program, the first lunar 
visibility prior to that date occurred in the evening of July 20. If lunar day 1 began in the 
evening of July 20, the last visibihty of Satarn on day 7 in the lunar ealendar should have 
occurred in the evening of July 26, 2 days later than shown by the program. This deviation 
would have been aeeeptable had it not been for the date of the first visibility of Satarn in the 
same year. 

Line 6 : The first visibility of Satarn in 644 occurred in the morning of August 25, while the 
first lunar visibihty before that date occurred in the evening of August 19. If the latter date 
was lunar day 1, the first visibihty of Satarn in the morning of lunar “day 16” would have 
occurred on September 4. This is 10 days later than shown by the program. As the word 
“high” at the end of the hne indieates that the aetaal reappearanee of Satarn occurred 2 or 3 
days prior to lunar day 16, as argued above, this would stih ereate a differenee of 7 or 8 days. 
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This onee again shows that 644 BCE is an impossible alternative for Kandalanu’s “Year 3”. 

It is tme that Samrn at this time was “in the Lion behind the King (= <x Leonis)”, but at a 
very long distanee from the star: nearly 18° east of a Leonis and just in front of a Leonis. 

The text of lines 7 and 8: 

7' [Year] '4', at the end of month 4, last appearanee; (because of) cloud not observed. 

8 ' [Year 4, month 6 ?], day [x], in the middle of the Lion, first appearanee; high. 

Comments; 

YEAR 4 = 644 BCE: 

Line 7 : Year 4 eorresponds to year 644 in the traditional ehronology. As stated above, the 
last visibility of Sarnrn this year occurred in the evening of July 24, and the first lunar 
visibility prior to that date occurred in the evening of July 20. Although the latter date was 
lunar day 1, it was not lunar day 1 of month 4 but of month 5. So we have to move baek to 
the prevkms first lunar visibility in the evening of June 21. The “end” of this month 29 or 
30 days later would take us to July 19 or 20. One of these two dates eorresponds to “the end 
of month 4” aeeording to the text. This would be 4 or 5 days before the aernal 
disappearanee of Saturn in the evening of July 24. The reason for this differenee is explained 
in the same line to be bad weather: “(because of) cloud not observed.” As the event could 
not be observed, it had to be calculated. 

Line 8 : The first visibility of Samrn in 644 occurred on August 25. LTnformnately, the text 
on the tablet is so damaged at this plaee that neither month nor day numbers are readable. 
The only information in line 8 that ean be eheeked by modern computations, therefore, is 
the position of Saturn, “in the middle of the Lion” ( ina MLTRLIB 4 LTR-A). Its position in the 
morning of August 25 was e. 1.3° in front of (west of) o Leo. Although today that is at the 
rear of the eonstellation of Leo, the Babylonians also included p Virginis as a part of Leo, 
ealling it GlR ár sá A, “The rear foot of the Lion.” (A. Saehs/H. Hunger, Astronomkal Diaries 
and Related Texts from Babjlonia [= ADT], Vol. I, 1988, p. 18) Samrn, then, was well within 
Leo, although not quite in the middle. But as C. B. F. Walker eomments, “in all probability 
ina MLTRLTB 4 LTR-A simply means within the eonstellation Leo.” (Walker, op. eit, 1999, p. 
72) 

FURULI: YEAR 4 = 643 BCE: 

Line 7 : “Year 4” in Furuli’s revised ehronology is 643 BCE. Aeeording to the program the 
last visibility of Samrn in 643 took plaee in the evening of August 5 and the previous first 
lunar visibikty occurred in the evening of July 10. If July 10 was the l st day of month 4 in the 
lunar ealendar, the end of that month 29 or 30 days later would fall in the evening of August 
7 or 8 . That would be 2 or 3 days after the last visibikty of Saturn. As the event could not be 
observed but had to be calculated by the Babylonian astronomers, this would have been 
aeeeptable had it not been for the reeorded position of Sarnrn in the next kne. 

Line 8 : The first visibikty of Sarnrn in 643 occurred in the morning of September 6 . As 
stated above, the damaged and unreadable date on the tablet is useless. What about the 
position of Samrn “in the middle of the Lion” which, as we saw, fitted year 644? Does it 
also fit year 643? No, it does not. On September 6 in 643 Saturn had moved away from Leo 
into Virgo, 3.3° behind (east of) |3 Virginis. Again, Fumk’s revised ehronology disagrees with 
the tablet. 

The text of lines 9 and 10: 

9' [Year 5], month 5, day 23, last appearanee. 

10' [Year 5], at the end of month 6 , first appearanee; interealary Lkulu. 
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Comments: 

YEAR 5 = 643 BCE: 

Line 9 : Year 5 eorresponds to year 643 in the eonventional ehronology. As stated above, 
the last visibility of Saturn this year occurred in the evening of August 5 and the previous 
first lunar visibility occurred in the evening of July 10. Thus, if lunar day 1 began in the 
evening of July 10, “day 23” in the text would have begun in the evening of August 1. This 
is 4 days earlier for the last visibility of Saturn than shown by the program, indieating that 
the actual last appearanee of Saturn occurred a few days later than it could be observed for 
the last time by the Babylonian astronomers (perhaps due to bad weather). 

Line 10 : As stated above, the first visibility of Saturn in 643 took plaee in the morning of 
September 6, which would eorrespond to “the end of month 6” as stated on the tablet. The 
beginning of the 6* month 29 or 30 days earlier, then, would have been in the evening of 
August 7 or 8. And the program eonfirms that the first lunar visibility occurred in the 
evening of August 8 — an excellent fit! 

FLTRLTLI: YEAR 5 = 642 BCE: 

Line 9 : Year 5 in Fumli’s revised ehronology is 642 BCE. The /ítr/visibility of Saturn in 642 
took plaee in the evening of August 18 aeeording to the program (August 17 aeeording to 
the table of C. B. F. Walker, op. eit., p. 66). The previous first lunar visibility took plaee in the 
evening of July 28. If the latter was day 1 in lunar month 5, “day 23” would have been 
August 19. The differenee is 1 (or 2) days, which is quite aeeeptable. But if this shall have 
any real value as evidenee, the J/rr/visibility, too, must fit. 

Line 10 : The first visibility of Sarnrn in 642 occurred in the morning of September 19 (day 
18 in Walker’s table). The previous first lunar visibihty occurred, aeeording to the program, 
on the evening of August 27. As that was lunar day 1, the “end of month 6” 29 or 30 days 
later would have been September 24 or 25. The first visibility of Saturn would have been in 
the next morning on September 25 or 26, that is, 6 or 7 (7 or 8) days after the aemal event 
on September 19 (or 18) as shown by the program. As this is beyond the marginal of 
uncertainty, it is unacceptable. Furuh’s revised ehronology is onee again disproved. 

The text of lines 11 and 12: 

11' Year 6, month 5, day 20, last appearanee. 

12' [Year 6], month 6, day 22, behind 'the rear foot of the Lion (= p Virginis), behind 
AN.GU.ME.MAR, first appearanee. 

Comments: 

YEAR 6 = 642 BCE: 

Line 11 : The 6 th year of Kandalanu is dated to 642 BCE. The last visibility of Saturn that 
year occurred in the evening of August 18 (August 17 in Walker’s table). The previous first 
lunar visibility took plaee in the evening of July 28. If this was lunar day 1, “day 20” of 
month 5 would have begun in the evening of August 16. This is only 2 days before the date 
of the program (August 18) and 1 day before the date in Walker’s table (August 17). 

Line 12 : As stated above, the first visibility of Samrn in 642 occurred in the morning of 
September 19 (day 18 in Walker’s table), and the first lunar visibility prior to this date took 
plaee in the evening of August 27. If lunar day 1 began in the evening of August 27, “day 
22” of month 6 began in the evening of September 17, with the first visibility of Saturn 
occurring in the next morning of September 18. The deviation from the date of the program 
and from Walker’s table is 1 and 0 days, respeetively. 

The text says that Saturn at this time was “behind 'the rear foot of the [Lion (= 
Virginis)”. It is true that the Samrn was behind (east of) it, but it was far behind the star, e. 
15.6°, and it was even 2.2° behind y Virginis. It seems that the seribe mixed up the two stars. 
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The reason may be the faet that Saturn was also very elose to and in line with Mercury and 
Jupiter, so the observer may have had difficulties in identifying the faint star in the 
immediate vieinity of the three planets. (See also Wallcer’s eomments, op. eit., p. 73.) 

FURULI: YEAR 6 = 641 BCE: 

Line 11 : Year 6 in Furuli’s revised ehronology is 641 BCE. The last visibility of Satarn in 
641 took plaee in the evening of August 29, and the previous first lunar visibility on August 
15 aeeording to the program. If this was day 1 of lunar month 5, “day 20” of that month 
would have begun in the evening of September 3, a differenee of 5 days from that given by 
the program for the last visibility of Satarn. 

Line 12 : The first visibility of Satarn in 641 took plaee in the morning of September 30 
(Walker, September 29). The previous first lunar visibility took plaee in the evening of 
September 14 aeeording to the program. If lunar day 1 began in the evening that day, “day 
22” must have begun in the evening of Oetober 5, with the first visibility of Satarn taking 
plaee in the next morning on Oetober 6. That is 5 (or 6) days later than shown by the 
program (and Walker’s table). 

Still worse, Satarn was neither “behind 'the rear foot of the Lion (= p Virginis)” as stated in 
the text, nor in the vieinity of y Virginis. It was on almost exactly the same eeliptie longitade 
as a Virginis (167.2°) and only 4° above (north of) it, but more than 14° behind y Virginis 
and over 28° behind (3 Virginis! This elearly disagrees with the position reeorded on the 
tablet and refutes the year 641 as beingyear 6 of Kandalanu. 

The text of lines 13 and 14: 

13' Year 7, month 6, day 10+(x), last appearanee. 

14' [Year 7], month 7, day 15, 'in front of' the Furrow (<x+ Virginis), first appearanee. 

Comments: 

YEAR 7 = 641 BCE: 

Line 13 : The 7 th year of Kandalanu is dated to 641 BCE. As stated above, the last visibility 
of Satarn that year took plaee in the evening of August 29, with the first lunar visibility prior 
to that date taking plaee in the evening of August 15. The day number is damaged, but is 
evidently higher than 10. If August 15 was day 1 in the lunar ealendar, the evening of 
August 29 would eorrespond to the beginning of Babylonian day 15 of month 6. We 
eannot know for sure, of course, that this is the eorreet restoration of the damaged day 
number, but there is nothing that speaks against it. 

Line 14 : As stated above, the jirst visibility of Satarn in 641 took plaee in the morning of 
September 30 (Wallcer, September 29). The previous first lunar visibility took plaee in the 
evening of September 14. With that as the beginning of lunar day 1, “day 15” (of month 7) 
must have begun in the evening of September 28, with the first visibility of Satarn taking 
plaee in the next morning on September 29. The differenee from the date given by the 
program (and Walker’s table) is 1 (or 0) days. 

The position of Satarn at its first visibility on September 29 was aeeording to the tablet “'in 
front of' the Furrowa(+ Virginis)”. As explained above, the astro -program shows that 
Satarn at this time was almost exactly on the same eeliptie longitade as a Virginis (167.2°) 
and only 4° above (north of) it. Thus it was not 'in front of' it, as the text seems to say. 
However, the text is somewhat damaged at this point and to show this Walker has put the 
words “in front of’ (ina IGI) within half braekets (something like = in front of =). Perhaps 
the damaged sign could also be restored as “above” above =)? If this is possible, the 
problem would be solved. 
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Another possibility is that Venus and Saturn were eonfhsed. Venus, in faet, was 8° “in front 
of’ (= west of) a Virginis at this time. 

FURULI: YEAR 7 = 640 BCE: 

Line 13 : Year 7 in Furuli’s revised ehronology is 640 BCE. The last visibility of Satarn in 
640 occurred in the evening of September 10, and the previous first lunar visibility in the 
evening of September 3 aeeording to the program. This would make the distanee from the 
l st of the lunar month 6 (September 3) to the last visibility of Satarn (September 10) only 7 
days. 

This eonfliets with the tablet, which shows that more than 10 days (“10+[x]”) separated the 
two events. 

Line 14 : The program shows that in 640 BCE the first visibility of Satarn occurred in the 
morning of Oetober 12 (Walker, Oetober 10). The previous first lunar visibility took plaee 
in the evening of Oetober 3. If that was the beginning of day 1 in the lunar ealendar, “day 
15” of month 7 would have begun in the evening of Oetober 17, with the first visibility of 
Satarn occurring in the next morning on Oetober 18. But this was 6 days after the date 
given by the program (Oetober 12) and 8 days after Walker’s date (Oetober 10). This 
deviation excludes year 640 as the 7* year of Kandalanu. 

The position of Satarn is given on the tablet as “'in front of' the Furroxs+(Virginis)”, 
which also seems to eonfhet with Furuli’s alternative ehronology. Its position on Oetober 12 
and 10 (and still on Oetober 18) in 640 was about 12° behind <x Virginis, not in front of, 
above, or below the star. But as the signs are somewhat damaged here, this position is not 
deeisive. 

SIJMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Above the entries for the first seven years of Kandalanu have been examined. This is half of 
the entries on the tablet which eovers 14 years in all. It is not neeessary to tire out the reader 
with a detailed discussion of the remaining entries. The results for the whole period are 
presented in the two tables below. The tables show the results only for the entries with ftilly 
preserved dates (15 out of the 28 lines). The first table shows how these reeords tally with 
the traditional ehronology, and the seeond table shows how they tally with Furuli’s revised 
dates. 



504 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 


In the “Deviation” column the results of C. B. F. Walker are given within parenthesis 
(W+/-). 

TABLE1 


THE SATLTRN TABLET AND THE TRADITIONAL CHRONOLOGY 


YEAR BCE 

VISIBILITY 

DEVIATION 

POSITION OF SATURN 

1 = 647 

first 

Odays (W+l) 

text damaged 

3 = 645 

last 

-3 days (W -3) 

eorreet (for first visibility) 

5 = 643 

last 

-4 days (W -4) 

not given (for first visibility) 

6 = 642 

last 

-2 days (W -1) 


6 = 642 

first 

-1 day (W 0) 

erroneous? 

7 = 641 

first 

-1 day (W 0) 

eorreet? (slightly damaged) 

8 = 640 

last 

-3 days (W -3) 


8 = 640 

first 

-5 days (W -2) 

eorreet 

10 = 638 

last 

-4 days (W -3) 


10 = 638 

first 

-1 day (W +1) 

eorreet 

11 = 637 

last 

-3 days (W -2) 


11 = 637 

first 

-1 day (W0) 

eorreet 

12 = 636 

first 

-3 days (W -2) 

eorreet 

13 = 635 

first 

Odays (W+l) 

eorreet 

14 = 634 

last 

-3 days (W -2) 

not given (for first visibility) 


Comments : The deviations in all eases where the dates are preserved lie all within the 
margin of uncertainty, at most 5 days aeeording to the web program, and even less 
aeeording to Peter Huber’s calculations used by C. B. F. Walker. Where the positions of 
Saturn are given and the text is undamaged, the positions are eorreet except in one ease 
(year 6 = 642 BCE), where the observer/seribe seems to have mistaken p Virginis for y 
Virginis. 
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TABLE2 

FURULI’S “OSLO CHRONOLOGY” 


YEAR BCE 

VISIBILITY 

DEVIATION 

POSITION OF SATURN 

1 = 646 

first 

+6 days 

text damaged 

3 = 644 

last 

+2 days 

wrong 

5 = 642 

last 

+ 1 days 

not given 

6 = 641 

last 

+5 days 


6 = 641 

first 

+5 days 

wrong 

7 = 640 

first 

+6 days 

wrong? (slightiy damaged) 

8 = 639 

last 

+ 1 day 


8 = 639 

first 

+4 days 

wrong 

10 = 637 

last 

+4 days 


10 = 637 

first 

+7 days 

wrong 

11 = 636 

last 

+4 days 


11 = 636 

first 

+7 days 

wrong 

12 = 635 

first 

+4 days 

wrong 

13 = 634 

first 

+8 days 

wrong 

14 = 633 

last 

+6 days 

not given 


Comments : 6 of the 15 deviations are outside the margin of uncertainty. The positions of 
Saturn do not fit, either. Of the 8 years in which the reeorded positions are legible, 7 are 
elearly in eonfliet with the tablet, and the 8 th may be wrong, too. This is “year 7” in Furuli’s 
ehronology, and the reeorded position is slightiy damaged and may partly have been 
misread. 

In year 12 Saturn should have been “at the beginning of Pabilsag [= Sagittarius + part of 
Ophiuchus]”. This fits year 636 BCE, but not 635 (Furuli’s date for year 12). As the stady of 
the astronomieal tablets has shown, the western part of Pabilsag included 6 Ophiuchus, 
which was thus “at the beginning of Pabilsag”. (A summary of the examination of the 
Babylonian eonstellations and the stars attaehed to them by the Babylonian astronomers is 
included in a separate Appendix in Hermann Hunger & David Pingree, Astral Sàenees in 
Mesopofamia [Leiden-Boston-Kòln: Brill, 1999], pp. 271-277.) 

In 635, however, Satarn had moved away from Ophiuchus altogether to about the middle 
of Pabilsag. In year 13 Satarn should have been “in the middle of Pabilsag”. This fits year 
635 BCE, but in 634 (Furuli’s date for year 13) Satarn had moved away also from the middle 
of Pabilsag and was elose to the eastern end of Pabilsag. 

The conclusion is that Furuli’s attempt to move the reign of Kandalanu one year forward 
eannot be upheld astronomieally. His revised ehronology is demonstrably wrong. 

So what about Furuli’s attempt to identify Kandalanu with Nabopolassar? 
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WAS KANDALANU ANOTHER NAME FOR NABOPOLASSAR? 

Furuli’s “Oslo/Watchtower Chronology” requires that twenty years are added to the Neo- 
Babylonian ehronology somewhere after the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. This, of course, 
would not only move the reign of Nebuchadnezzar twenty years backwards. It would also 
move the 21-year reign of his father Nabopolassar twenty years backwards, from 625-605 
BCE to 645-625. As stated earlier, such ehanges are totally bloeked by a number of 
astronomieal tablets, including the Saturn Tablet. To overeome this problem, Fumli argues 
that Nabopolassar was no other than Kandalanu himselfl In note 66 on page 56 he says: 

“In the Akitu Chronicle we find a deseription of the years 16-20 of Samas- 
suma-ukin. Then in line 24 we read ‘arki m Kan-da-la-ntl (traditionally 
translated ‘after Kandalanu’) followed by ‘in the aeeession year of 
Nabopolassar.’ The Akkadian phrase that is translated as ‘after Kandalanu’ 
ean also be translated as ‘thereafter Kandalanu’; thus we get ‘thereafter 
Kandalanu, in the aeeession year of Nabopolassar.’ The phrase ean also 
mean ‘this other Kandalanu’ in eontrast to some previous Kandalanu. In 
both eases, Kandalanu ean be equated with Nabopolassar.” 

Thus Furuli not only elaims that Kandalanu was Nabopolassar, but he also tries to argue 
that the phrase arki Kandalann refers to his aeeession year. In arguing this Furuli ignores the 
faet that two other cuneiform texts use the same phrase, arki Kandalam, not for his 
aeeession year butfor a eontimting artifirìal eornt ofihis reign afiter his death\ As discussed earlier, the 
last of these tablets is dated to shattn 22^™ arki Kandalam, i.e., “year 22 after Kandalanu.” - J. 

A. Brinkman & J. A. Kennedy, op. rìt., p. 49. This alone invalidates Fumli’s argument. On 
page 16 of the same artiele Brinlanan and Kennedy give some other, earlier examples of this 
posthumous dating method. See also the eomments by Grant Frame in Babylonia 689-627 

B. C. A Politieal Hisfory (Leiden: Nederlands Historiseh-Arehaeologiseh Instituut te Istanbul, 
1992), pp. 287,288. ' 

A seeond problem with Furuli’s identifieation is that Kandalanu’s posthumous “22 nd ” year 
was a year of unrest, when several pretenders to the throne fought for power. The LTrnk 
King Dst gives 21 years to Kandalanu and assigns the next year to two Assyrian pretenders, 
Sin-shum-lishir and Sin-shar-ishkun. (GTR4, pp. 105-107) Similarly, the Babylonian King 
List A, which eovers the period from the first dynasty of Babylon to the beginning of the 
Chaldean Dynasty, shows that Kandalanu was followed by Sin-shum-lishir. FJnformnately 
the list breaks at this point, but it seems likely that it also mentioned Sin-shar-ishkun. — D. 
O. Edzard (ed.), Kealkxikon der Assyriologie und vorderasiatisehe Arehàologie, Vol. VI (Berlin, New 
York: Walter de Gmyter, 1980), p. 93. 

The 21-year reign of Nabopolassar, however, was not followed by a period of unrest and 
war in Babylonia. On the eontrary the Babylonian Chronicle BM 21946 shows that the 
transfer of power from Nabopolassar to his son and successor Nebuchadnezzar was 
peaceful and without problems. That part of the ehroniele says: 

“For twenty-one years Nabopolassar mled Babylon. On the eighth day of 
the month Ab he died. In the month of Elul Nebuchadnezzar (II) returned 
to Babylon and on the first day of the month he aseended the royal throne in 
Babylon.” (Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, 1975, pp. 99, 100; ef. 

GTR4, p. 102) 

At the death of Nabopolassar in 605 BCE the Assyrian empire was gone, so no Assyrian 
kings existed that could try to take over the power in Babylonia after his death. The politieal 
events following the death of Kandalanu and the death of Nabopolassar were wholly 
different, which onee again prove that the two kings eannot have been identieial. 

Finally, the interealary months known from the reigns of the two kings do not agree either, 
which would have been the ease if the two royal names referred to the same king. In the 
tables below “U” means “LTlulu II” (the seeond 6th month), and “A” means “Addarn II” 
(the seeond 12th month). The third column gives the number of tablets with attested 
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interealary months from eaeh year with such months. The question marks in Kandalanu’s 
column 2 indieate that it eannot be determined whether the interealary month in 
Kandalanu’s year 2 was a seeond Ululu or a seeond Addarn. For his year “13/14” Walker’s 
list adds: “yr 13 12b or yr 14 6b”. 


KANDALANU 


Year 

U orA. 

No. oftablets 

2 

(?) 

1 

5 

u 

2 

8 

u 

1 

10 

A 

2 

13/14 

0 

1 

19 

u 

5 

22 *) 

u 

1 

x ) Kan 22 = Npl aee. 

NABOPOLASSAR 

Year 

U orA 

No. oftab/ets 

2 

A 

3 

5 

U 

3 

7 

A 

4 

10 

U 

5 

12 

A 

4 

15 

U 

4 

18°) 

U 

5 

20 

A 

8 

^*) PD’s year 19 is erroneous. See Kennedy, 
JCS 1986, p. 211. 


The tables are based on an unpublished list worked out by C. B. F. Walker. My eopy is dated 
Mareh 18, 1996. Walker’s list also shows an interealary Addarn II for year 1 of 
Nabopolassar, based on D. A. Kennedy’s list in Jonmal of Cuneiform Stndies, Vol. 38, 1986, p. 
179, T.1.14 and p. 222. But after eollation in 1990 Walker told me that the royal name is 
Nabonidus, not Nabopolassar as stated in Kennedy’s list. (Letter Walker-Jonsson, Nov. 13, 
1990) Walker simply forgot to remove this tablet from his own list. 

As the tables show, the two kings had only one elearly dated interealary month in eommon: 
the Ululu II in year 5. If the interealary month in year 2 of Kandalanu was an Addarn II, this 
would raise the number to two. But still, most of the interealary months in the two reigns 
disagree. This faet in itself definitely disproves Furuli’s theory that the two kings were 
identieal. 
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In summary, the discussion above has demonstrated that Furuli’s revised ehronology for 
Kandalanu and Nabopolassar is astronomieally and historieally untenable and has to be 
rejeeted. 

ADDENDLFM TO MY REVIEW PART II: THE SATURN TABLET BM 
76738+76813 

As discussed above, Rolf Furuli tries to overeome the evidenee presented by the Saturn 
Tablet from the reign of Kandalanu by arguing that Kandalanu was identieal with 
Nabopolassar. This idea has already been refuted above. But one of the arguments used by 
Fumli was not dealt with. On pages 329-331 of his Vol. 2 Furuli questions Chris Walker’s 
restoration of the royal name in line 1, obverse, as “(Kand)alanu”. (C. B. F. Walker, 
“Babylonian Observations of Samrn During the Reign of Kandalanu,” in N. M. Swerdlow 
(ed.), Anrìent Astronomy and Celestial Divination, London: The MIT Press, 1999, pp. 61-76) 
Walker restores/transliterates/translates line 1 as follows: 

1' [MU 1 -KAM kan-d)a-'“la-nu ITU“'- [x U 4 x-KAM SÍJ] 

1' [Year 1 of Kand]alanu, l_ month _1 [..., day ..., last appearanee.] 

Fumli, however, elaims that (the sign for) mt in line 1 “looks more like [the sign for] pap” 
and argues: 

“If the sign of line 1 is pap, the name of the king could be d AG.IBILA.PAP (Nabopolassar) 
rather than Kan-da-la-nu. The spaee of the pieee that is broken away in line 1 and the small 
part of the sign visible before the sign pap or mt eorroborate both names.” (Furuli, p. 331) 

Is this eorreet? Can Furuli’s “observations” be tmsted? One of my eorrespondents 
forwarded Furuli’s statements to a professional Assyriologist and expert on cuneiform, Dr. 
Jon Taylor at the British Museum, and asked him to eheek line 1' on the original tablet. In 
an email dated August 28, 2008, Dr. Taylor answered: 

“Dear ... , 

with broken text it is always a litde difficult to make definitive statements. The traees do let 
me say the following, however: 

1) the last sign of the name is a perfeedy good NU; one ean eompare the other examples of 
NU in this text. It does not fit the traees one would normally expect for PAP. 

2) the previous sign does fit the traees of LA. It does not fit the traees of IBILA. 

Given the above, Kandalanu is the most reasonable reading. I ean’t imagine of a writing that 
would allow a reading Nabopolassar. 

Best wishes, 

Jon” 


Part III: Are there about 90 “anomalous tablets” 
from the Neo-Babylonian period? 

There are only two possible ways of extending the Neo-Babylonian period to include the 20 
extra years required by the Watchtower Soeiety’s ehronology, and therefore also by Rolf 
Fumli’s so-ealled “Oslo Chronology”: (1) Either the known Neo-Babylonian kings rnled 
longer than indieated by Berossus, the Royal Canon (often misnamed “Ptolemy’s Canon”), 
and the Neo-Babylonian cuneifomi documents, or (2) there were other, unknown ldngs 
who belonged to the Neo-Babylonian period in addition to those established by these 
aneient sources. Virmally all arguments set forth by Watchtower apologists like Rolf Furuli 
belong to one or both of these two eategories. Llpon eloser examinarion, however, the 
arguments used turn out to be nothing but grasping at straws. 
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In ehapter 3 of his seeond volume on ehronology Furuli discusses the many dated eontraets 
(business, legal, and administrative documents) from the Neo-Babylonian period (626-539 
BCE). As tens of thousands of such dated tablets have been found from this 87-year period, 
there are hundreds of tablets dated to eaeh of these years. Yet no tablets have been found so 
far that are dated to any of the 20 years that the Watchtower Soeiety has added to the 
period. This ereates an enormous problem for its ehronology and therefore also for Furuli’s 
“Oslo Chronology.” Even if one or two tablets would be found one day with an odd year, 
this would not solve the problem, because thousands of tablets dated to this 20-year period 
should have been found. As Fumli himself admits, “one or two eontradietory finds do not 
neeessarily destroy a ehronology that has been substanriated by hundreds of independent 
finds.” (Furuli, Persian Chronology and the laength of the Babjlonian Exile of the Jem, Os/o, 2003, p. 
22) The only reasonable explanation of a couple of such oddly dated tablets would be that 
the dates eontain seribal errors. 

Although no eontraet tablets have been found that add any extra years to the Neo- 
Babylonian period, there are some tablets that seem to add a few days, weeks, or - in two 
eases - some months to the known Neo-Babylonian reigns. Such odd dates may ereate a 
short overlap between the last year of a king and the aeeession-year of his successor. Furuli, 
who elaims he has found “about 90” tablets from the Neo-Babylonian period with 
“anomalous dates” (pp. 65, 86), tries to use such short overlaps to argue that extra years 
should be inserted between the two kings. He says on page 18: 

“The namral conclusion to draw when the first tablets of one king’s 
aeeession are dated earlier than the last tablets of the predeeessor’s last year, 
is that the successor’s aeeession year is not the same as the predeeessor’s year 
of death. In the ease of Nebuchadnezzar II and Evil-Merodaeh such a 
conclusion would have destroyed Ptolemy’s ehronology, and therefore the 
aforementioned seholars [R. H. Saek, D. J. Wiseman, S. Zawadzki] did not 
eonsider this most narnral possibility.” 

Fumli’s conclusion is far from being the “most narnral” explanation of the short overlaps 
between the reigns of some Neo-Babylonian rnlers. Nor have seholars rejeeted it because it 
“would have destroyed Ptolemy’s ehronology,” as if the king list popularly but erroneously 
named “Ptolemy’s Canon” were the only or best evidenee we have about the Neo- 
Babylonian reigns. The best evidenee is provided by much earlier documents, including the 
cuneiform tablets, many of which are eontemporary with the Neo-Babylonian period itself. 
The prineipal reason why modern seholars so highly regard the above-mentioned king list, 
more eorreetly known as the “Royal Canon,” used by Claudius Ptolemy and other aneient 
astronomers, is the faet that it agrees with the ehronology established by earlier sources, 
including the cuneiform documents eontemporary with the Neo-Babylonian and Persian 
periods. 

These earher sources include the lengths of Neo-Babylonian reigns attested by Berossus’ 
Babjloniaea, the Uruk ldng hst, and Neo-Babylonian royal inseriptions; by prosopographieal 
evidenee provided by eontemporary cuneiform documents, ehronologieal interloeking joints 
provided by a number of eontemporary tablets, synehronisms with the ehronology of the 
eontemporary 26* Egyptian dynasty, numerous Neo-Babylonian absolute dates estabhshed 
by at least ten astronomieal cuneiform tablets, and also the Biblieal information about the 
length of the reign of king Nebuchadnezzar. (2 Kings 24:12; 25:27) It is quite 
understandable that seholars who are aware of this enormous burden of evidenee see no 
reason to aeeept Furuli’s far-fetehed explanarion of the brief overlaps of a few days, weeks, 
or months between some of the reigns of the Neo-Babylonian rnlers. 

In faet, most of the “odd dates” quoted by Fumh are not odd at ah. Fresh eohations have 
shown that most of them either eontain seribal errors or have been misread by modern 
seholars, or have mrned out to be modern eopying, transeription, or printing errors. Fumh 
cautions against aeeepting dates uncriticahy, pointing out on page 54 that “dates that fall 
outside the tradirional sehemes must be very elear in order to be aeeepted.” That is why it is 
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neeessary to have supposedly “oddly dated” tablets eollated afresh. Furuli quotes three 
examples from seholarly works of tablets that were found to have been misread by modern 
seholars. 

Unfortunately, Fumli himself has not applied his “word of caurion” to his own researeh. In 
the tables on pages 56-64 he presents a number of seemingly oddly dated tablets from the 
Neo-Babylonian period, most of which on fresh eollation turn out to have been 
misinterpreted or misread. The question is why he has used these tablets in support of his 
“Oslo ehronology” without having them eollated. Basing a radieal revision of the 
ehronology established for one of the ehronologieally best established periods in antiquity 
on unchecked misreadings and misinterpretations of the documents used does not speak 
very well about the quality of the researeh performed. 

Let us first take a look at the traditional ehronology for the Neo-Babylonian dynasty: 


Kin£s: 

Lengths of reign: 

Years BCE: 




Nabopolassar 

21 years 

625-605 

Nebuchadnezzar 

43 years 

604-562 

Awel-Marduk 

2 years 

561-560 

Neriglissar 

4 years 

559-556 

Labashi-Marduk 

2-3 months 

556 

Nabonidus 

17 years 

555-539 


In the following discussion we will take a elose look at eaeh aeeession of a new monareh 
during the Neo-Babylonian period and the “overlaps” of reigns Furuli believes he has 
found. 

(1) Kandalanii to Nabopolassar 

Before Nabopolassar’s conquest of Babylon in 626 BCE the eity and the country had been 
eontrolled by Assyria for most of the prevkms 120 years. After the death of the Assyrian 
ldng Esarhaddon in 669 BCE the Assyrian empire was mled by two of his sons, 
Assurbanipal in Assyria and Samas-sum-uldn in Babylonia. After the death of $amas-sum- 
uldn in 648 BCE, Babylonia was rnled by an Assyrian puppet-king named Kandalanu, who 
died in his 21 st regnal year, in 627 BCE. Assurbanipal to all appearanees died in the same 
year. 

The death of Kandalanu was followed by a period of general disorder and war between 
several pretenders to the throne in Babylon. One of them was Nabopolassar, the founder of 
the Neo-Babylonian dynasty, who succeeded in freeing Babylon from Assyrian eontrol late 
in 626. The Babylonian ehroniele BM 25127 states of the transition from Kandalanu to 
Nabopolassar: 

“For one year there was no king in the country. In the month of Arahsamnu 
[= month VIII], the twenty-sixth day, Nabopolassar aseended to the throne” 

[= Nov. 23, 626 in the Julian ealendar]. (Jean-Jacques Glassner, Mesopotamian 
ehronieles, Atlanta: Soeiety of Biblieal Literamre, 2004, p. 217) 

The Uruk ldng list, however, gives the ldngless year to two Assyrian eombatants, Sin-sum- 
lisir, a high Assyrian offieial, and Sin-sar-iskun, a son of Assurbanipal. Some seribes spanned 
the same year by artifieially extending Kandalanu’s reign for another year after his death, the 
last of these tablets (BM 40039) being dated to day 2 of month VIII, shattit 22 kam arki 
Kandalami, i.e., “year 22 after Kandalanu.” This tablet, which is from Babylon, is dated 24 
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days before Nabopolassar was enthroned in that eity on day 26 of month VIII aeeording to 
the ehroniele. — J. A. Brinkman & D. A. Kennedy, “Documentary Evidenee for the 
Eeonomie Base of Early Neo-Babylonian Soeiety,” Joumal of Cuneiform Stndies, Vol. 35 
(1983), p. 49. 

Despite the different ways of spanning the year of ìntemgnam, the year intended is the same 
in all these sources and eorresponds to 626. Nabopolassar’s l st year of reign began on Nisan 
1 next year, 625 BCE. 

Furuli elaims that the date of Nabopolassar’s aeeession given by the Babylonian ehroniele, 
day 26 of month VIII, is eontradieted by two eeonomie tablets that date his aeeession 
earlier: 


“One tablet is dated to day 10 of month IV of his aeeession year, and 
another tablet, NCBT 557, which probably is from the reign of 
Nabopolassar, is dated to day ? in month II of his aeeession year”. (Fumli, p. 

55) 

In footnote 62 on the same page Furuli points out that the signs for the royal name on the 
seeond tablet are damaged and “could refer to Nabu-apla-iddina from the ninth century. 
However, no other eeonomie texts are that old, so Beaulieu believes that the king is Nabu- 
apla-usur. This is aeeepted here.” This would ereate an overlap of about six months between 
the first tablet dated to Nabopolassar and the last tablet dated to arki (“after”) Kandalanu: 


Months 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

arki Kandalanu 


last date: 

VIII/02/22 

Nabopolassar’s 
aee. year 

1 

first 

date: 

II/?/acc. 


enthroned: 

VIII/26/acc. 


This is the first example where Furuli applies his thesis that an overlap of a few weeks or 
months between a king and his successor means that one or more extra years should be 
inserted between the two kings. He says: 


“If we take the ehroniele text that mentions one year without king at faee 
value, there are not one but two lunisolar years between Nabopolassar and 
the king who preeeded him.” (Furuli, p. 56) 

With respeet to reading the royal name on NCBT 557 as Nabopolassar rather than Nabu- 
apla-iddina (887-855 BCE), Fumli has misunderstood Beaulieu. He does not say that “no 
other eeonomie texts are that old.” The faet is that several eeonomie texts have been found 
from the reign of Nabu-apla-iddina. On his web site (presendy unavailable) Janos Everling 
listed 17 texts dated to the reign of Nabu-apla-iddina that had been published up to 2000. 
Of the texts in which the provenanee is preserved all except one are from Babylon. The 
exception, OECT 1, pl.20f:W.-B. 10, seems to be from Umk. What Beaulieu says is that no 
other tablets from Umk have been found from his reign. (Paul-Alain Beaulieu, “The fourth 
year of hostilities in the land,” BaghdaderMitteilimgen, Vol. 28, 1997, p. 369.) The text dated to 
day 10 of month IV of Nabopolassar’s aeeession year, PTS 2208, is from Untk, and so is 
also NBCT 557 from the 2 nd month. 

If both of these tablets really belong to Nabopolassar, there is still no eontradietion 
between their dates and the statement in the Babylonian ehroniele BM 25127 that 
Nabopolassar was offieially installed on the throne in Babylon some months later. As 
Beaulieu points out in the same artiele, “Uruk may have originally been the power base of 
Nabopolassar, and perhaps even his native eity.” This had prevkmsly also been argued by 
Assyriologist W. G. Lambert (Beaulieu, p. 391 + n. 56) If Nabopolassar’s rebellion started 
in LTruk, it is reasonable to conclude that he was first reeognized as king there before he, 
after his eapmre of Babylon, could be installed on the throne in that eity. This is a far more 
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natural explanation of the “overlap” than Furuli’s theory that the “most natural” explanation 
of such overlaps is that “extra years” are to be added, an explanation that eonfliets with 
other sources from the period and therefore must be rejeeted. 

Two kingless years instead of one before Nabopolassar would not, of course, add any extra 
years to the Neo-Babylonian period, as this period began with Nabopolassar. Furuli’s “Oslo 
Chronology” requires that 20 extra years are added afterthe reign ofNebnehadne^ar, because in 
this ehronology the desolation of Jemsalem in his 18 th year is pushed baek from 587 to 607 
BCE. The result of this is that the 21-year reign of his father Nabopolassar is pushed baek 
from 625-605 to 645-625 BCE. And this in turn would also push the beginning of 
Kandalanu’s reign 20 years backward, from 647 to 667 BCE. 

Such a lengthening of the ehronology, however, is bloeked by astronomy. There are several 
cuneiform tablets eontaining reeords of astronomieal observations dated to speeifie regnal 
years within the Neo-Babylonian period and earlier. One such tablet that eonsists of two 
broken pieees, BM 76738 and BM 76813, reeords consecutive observations of the positions 
of the planet Saturn at its first and last appearanees dated to the first fourteen years of 
Kandalanu (647-634 BCE). Assyriologist C. B. F. Walker, who has examined and translated 
this tablet, points out that identieal eyeles of Saturn observations dated to the same dates 
within the Babylonian lunar ealendar “recur at intervals of rather more than 17 eenmries.” 
(C. B. F. Walker, “Babylonian observations of Saturn during the Reign of Kandalanu,” in N. 
M. Swerdlow [ed.], Andent Astronomy and Celestial Divination, Cambridge, Massachusetts, and 
London: The MIT Press, 2000, pp. 61-76.) In other words, the reign of Kandalanu is so 
firmly fixed by this tablet that it eannot be moved backwards or forwards even one year, far 
less 20. 

To overeome this evidenee, Fumli argues that Nabopolassar was no other than Kandalanu 
himself! Aeeording to this theory, the Saturn tablet moves the reign of Nabopolassar about 
20 years backwards and identifies it with the reign of Kandalanu! (Furuli, pp. 128, 129, 329- 
343) This theory has been discussed and thoroughly reftited in Parfll of this review. 

(2) Nabopolassar to Nebuchadnezzar 

Aeeording to the Babylonian Chronicle BM 21946 (= Chronicle 5 in A. K Grayson, 
Assyrian and Babjlonian Chronicles, 1975, pp. 99-102; heneeforth referred to as “Grayson, 
ABC”) the transition from Nabopolassar to his son and successor Nebuchadnezzar was 
smooth and unproblematic. Fumli starts by referring to this ehroniele: 

“Aeeording to the Babylonian Chronicle 5, 9-11, Nabopolassar died on day 8 
in month IV of his year 21, and Nebuchadnezzar II aseended to the royal 
throne on day 1 in month VI in the same year.” (Furuli, p. 57) 

But Fumli immediately goes on to mention one tablet that seemingly ereates a problem: 

“However, there may be some problems with this succession as well. For 
example, there is one tablet dated after the death of Nabopolassar, on day 20 
in month V of his year 21 (PTS 2761).” (Furuli, p. 57) 

If Nabopolassar died “on day 8 in month IV”, how could a tablet still be dated to his reign 
42 days (one month and 12 days) later, “on day 20 of month V”? 

LTnformnately Furuli, undoubtedly aeeidentally, has misquoted the Babylonian Chronicle. It 
does not say that Nabopolassar died “in month IV” but in month V: 

“For twenty-one years Nabopolassar mled Babylon. On the eighth day of 
the month Ab [= month V] he died. In the month Elul [= month VI] 
Nebuchadnezzar (II) remrned to Babylon and on the first day of the month 
Elul he aseended the royal throne in Babylon.” (Grayson, ABC, pp. 99, 100) 

The tablet PTS 2761, then, is dated, not 42 but only 12 days after the death of 
Nabopolassar. Is this really an “overlap” with the reign of Nebuchadnezzar? 
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When his father died, Nebuchadnezzar was occupied with a military eampaign in Syria (and, 
probably, Palestine). When he was informed about the death of his father, Nebuchadnezzar 
hastened baek to Babylon as fast as he could (by erossing the desert with a few eompanions, 
aeeording to Berossus). He was enthroned, says the Chronick, on Elul 1, i.e., 22 days after his 
father’s death. As tablet PTS 2761 is dated 10 days before Nebuchadnezzar’s eoronation, it 
does not witness to any overlap between the two kings. It was only natural for the seribes to 
eontimre to date their documents to Nabopolassar until his successor had arrived and been 
installed on the throne. 

Fumli, finally, refers to four other tablets that give dates both in the reign of Nabopolassar 
and in the reign of Nebuchadnezzar: 

“Some tablets also mention both Nabopolassar and Nebuchadnezzar: BM 
92742 mentions month II, year 21, of Nabopolassar, and month VII, 
aeeession year of Nebuchadnezzar; BM 51072 mentions year 21 of 
Nabopolassar, and year 4 of Nebuchadnezzar; RSM 1889.103 mentions year 
21 of Nabopolassar, and years 1-4 of Nebuchadnezzar; BE 7447 mentions 
day 24, month XII, aeeession year of Nebuchadnezzar, and year 19 of 
Nabopolassar.” (Furuli, p. 57) 

It is strange that Furuli refers to these tablets, as none of them indieates there was an 
overlap between the two kings. Furuli admits that, “The data suggest that Nebuchadnezzar 
started to reign in the same year that his father died,” yet he goes on to elaim that “the data 
above may also suggest that there was some ltind of eoregeney, or that there was one year 
between them.” 

It is elear that Furuli has not eheeked any of these four tablets, which he also indireetly 
admits by stating in note 68 on the same page (p. 57) that all tablets are mentioned in the 
catalogue by D. A. Kennedy published in the Jonmal of Cnneifom Stndies, Vol. 38/2, 1986, pp. 
211, 215. Only one of the dates on eaeh tablet refers to the date of the tablet. The other 
dates refer to events dealt with in the text. The last of the four tablets (BE 7447), for 
example, deals with the purchase of a house in Babylon. The tablet is dated on day 24 of 
month XII, aeeession-year of Nebuchadnezzar, but it ends with the information that 
payment for the house had been reeeived about two years earlier, on the 24* of month VIII 
in the 19* year of Nabopolassar. (Eekhard FJnger, Balylon, Berlin und Leipzig: Walter de 
Grnyter & Co., 1931, pp. 308, 309) Nothing of this suggests “some kind of eoregeney” or 
an extra year between these kings. 

As the data presented by Fumli do not suggest anything of this, his statement is nothing but 
unfounded wishful thinking, eontradieted by all the evidenee we have about the transition of 
reign from Nabopolassar to Nebuchadnezzar. 

(3) Nebuchadnezzar to Evil-Merodaeh (Awel-Marduk) 

(A) The “ledger” NBC 4897 

Fumli deals with the transfer of reign from Nebuchadnezzar to his son Evil-Merodaeh on 
pages 57-59 of his book. He starts by eommenting on the cuneiform tablet NBC 4897, a 
“ledger” eovering ten successive years, from the 37* year of Nebuchadnezzar to the l st year 
of Neriglissar. The “ledger,” which is briefly discussed on pages 131-133 in my book, The 
Gentile Times Keeonsidered (4* edition, 2004; hereafter referred to as GTR4), stretehes a 
ehronologieal bridge between the reigns of Nebuchadnezzar, Evil-Merodaeh, and 
Neriglissar. Furuli, of course, eannot aeeept the elear witness of this “ledger”: 

“To the best of my knowledge, there is just one cuneiform tablet, NBC 
4897, whose eontents ean be used to argue that Evil-Merodaeh succeeded 
Nebuchadnezzar II in his year 43, that Evil-Merodaeh reigned for 2 years, 
and that Neriglissar succeeded him in his seeond year. However, a elose 
semtiny of that tablet shows that it has little value as a ehronologieal 
witness.” (Furuli, p. 57) 
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These statements eontain hvo errors. Firstly, as far as the transition from Nebuchadnezzar to 
Evil-Merodaeh is eoneerned, I presented not just one butyò//rdifferent cuneiform tablets, all 
of which show that Evil-Merodaeh succeeded Nebuchadnezzar in his 43 rd regnal year. 
(GTR4, pp. 129-133) Fumli has ehosen to ignore all but one of the four tablets. Seeondly, 
his elaim that NBC 4897 “has litde value as a ehronologieal witness” is false. His few eritieal 
assertions on the next page (58) are followed by a referenee to “Appendix A for a detailed 
analysis of the eontents of NBC 4897.” This Appendix with its slanted analysis and baseless 
conclusions will be eritieally examined in another part of this review. 

(B) Biblieal versrn Babylonian dating methods: 

Furuli next tries to find support in the Bible for his idea that Nebuchadnezzar mled longer 
than 43 years. He refers to the first eaprnre of Jemsalem by Nebuchadnezzar, which the 
Babylonian Chronicle BM 21946 dates to his “seventh year.” The Chronicle states that in 
this year the king of Babylon “eneamped against the eity of Judah and on the seeond day of 
the month Adar he eapmred the eity (and) seized (its) king,” that is, king jehoiaehin, the 
next to the last king of Judah. — Grayson, ABC, p. 102. 

As the month Adar was the 12* and last month of the Babylonian regnal year, jehoiaehin 
was taken prisoner nearly a whole month before the end of Nebuchadnezzar’s seventh 
regnal year. 

The Bible gives a similar deseription of the same events at 2 Kings 24:10-12: 

”At that time the servants of King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon eame up to 
Jemsalem and the eity was besieged. King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon eame 
to the eity while his servants were besieging it; King jehoiaehin of Judah 
gave himself up to the king of Babylon, himself, his mother, his servants, his 
offieers, and his palaee offieials. The king of Babylon took him prisoner in 
the eighth year of his reign.” 

Both reeords emphasize that the Judean king was “seized” or “taken” prisoner, but only the 
Babylonian Chronicle gives the month and day of the event, showing it happened nearly one 
month before the end of Nebuchadnezzar’s seventh year. The most conspicuous differenee, 
however, is that aeeording to the Biblieal book of 2 Kings it happened, not in the seventh bnt in 
the eighth year of Nebuchadnezzar. The best explanation of this one-year differenee is, as 
many seholars have argued, that Judah did not apply the aeeession-year system but counted 
the year of aeeession as the first regnal year. (GTR4, pp. 314-320; see also the detailed and 
eonvineing discussion by Dr. Rodger Young: 

http:/ /home. swbell.net/rcyoung8/iemsalem.pdf ) 

Fumli gives no explanation for this one-year differenee between the Biblieal and Babylonian 
way of counting regnal years but ehooses to ignore the date of the Babylonian Chronicle. 
This enables him to inerease the reign of Nebuchadnezzar from 43 to 44 years. He says: 

“Jeremiah 52:28-31 mentions that jehoiaehin was released from prison in 
year 37 of his exile, in the year when Evil-Merodaeh beeame king. The word 
galnt means ‘exile,’ and the most likely starting point of the period of 37 years 
must be when jehoiaehin eame to Babylon and his exile started or, less likely, 
when he was eapmred. Both events oeenrred inyear 8 of Nebnehadne^yar, and 37 
years from that time would end in year 44 of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign and 
not in year 43 when he is supposed to have died.” (Fumli, p. 58. Emphasis 
added. In footnote 70 on the same page Fumli approvingly quotes J. 
Morgenstern’s calculation of the 37* year, but he ignores the faet that 
Morgenstern held that the Judean regnal years were counted from Tishri, not 
Nisan.) 

However, the one-year diserepaney between the Babylonian and Biblieal way of counting 
regnal years eannot be ignored. As has often been pointed out, the same diserepaney is also 
found elsewhere in the Bible. Another example is the battle at Carchemish, when Pharaoh 
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Neeho of Egypt was deeisively defeated by Nebuchadnezzar “in the fourth year of King 
Jehoialdm.” (Jeremiah 46:2) This “fourth year of king Jehoialdm” is equated with “the first 
year of King Nebuchadnezzar” at Jeremiah 25:1. 

The same Babylonian Chronicle quoted above (BM 21946) also reeords this deeisive batde 
at Carchemish. But there it is dated, not to the first year of Nebuchadnezzar but to the 21 st 
and last year of his father Nabopolassar. At that dme Nebuchadnezzar is still said to be “his 
eldest son (and) the crown prinee.” Later in the same year Nabopolassar died, and 
Nebuchadnezzar succeeded him in what from then on is ealled his “aeeession year,” not his 
first year as does Jeremiah. - Grayson, ABC, pp. 99, 100. 

When, therefore, the Bible dates the batde at Carchemish to the first year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, this has to be understood as his aeeession-year in the Babylonian dating 
system. And when the Bible states that jehoiaehin was taken prisoner and brought into exile 
in the eighth year of Nebuchadnezzar, this has to be understood as his seventh year in the 
Babylonian aeeession year system. As jehoiaehin’s exile began in the 7 th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, the 37 th year of exile eovered parts of the 43 td regnal year of 
Nebuchadnezzar and the aeeession-year of Evil-Merodaeh. When the differenee between 
the Biblieal and Babylonian methods of reekoning regnal years is taken into eonsideration, 
the Bible and the extra-Biblical documents are seen to be in full agreement. Only by 
ignoring this differenee is Furuli able to inerease the reign of Nebuchadnezzar from 43 to 44 
years. (For a more detailed discussion of this differenee, see GTR4, pp. 314-320.) 

(C) Nine snpposedly “anomalotis tahlets”from the aeeessionyear ofEvil-Merodaeh 

In a table on page 59 (“Table 3.3”) Furuli lists nine tablets from the aeeession year of Evil- 
Merodaeh that he elaims are dated before the last tablets dated to the reign of his father 
Nebuchadnezzar. He concludes: 

“These nine tablets represent strong evidenee in favour of an expansion of 
the years of the Neo-Babylonian Empire.” (Fumli, p. 59) 

The table starts with five tablets dated to month IV and four tablets dated to month V of 
Evil-Merodaeh’s aeeession year, followed by three tablets dated to months VI, VIII, and X 
of Nebuchadnezzar’s 43 td regnal year. If all these 12 dates were real, they would indieate an 
overlap between the reigns of Nebuchadnezzar and Evil-Merodaeh of six months. 

Furuli’s table, however, is totally misleading. The main reason for this is that Furuli has not 
eared to eollate the dates on the original tablets, nor has he asked professional experts on 
cuneiform to do this for him. Had he done this, he would have diseovered that most of the 
dates he has published are wrong. 

The first five tablets in his table, dated to month IV of the aeeession year of Evil-Merodaeh, 
are: 

Month/day/year : Tablet no. : 

IV/?/acc. BM 66846 

IV (orVI)/?/acc. BM 65270 

IV/5/acc. BM 65270 

IV/20/acc. BM 80920 

IV/29/acc. UCBC 378 

All tablets except the last one is listed in the British Museum’s CBT catalogues Vols. VI- 
VIII, 1986-1988. (CBT = Catalogne of the Babylonian Tablets in the Brifish Mnsenmi) The dates on 
the BM tablets were eollated afresh already baek in 1990, with the following results: 
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BM 66846 : 

When C. B. F. Walker at the British Museum eollated the date on this tablet baek in 1990 he 
found that the day number is “1”, but that the month name is damaged and illegible. The 
tablet, therefore, does not support the date given in Furuli’s table, IV/?/acc. (C. B. F. 
Walker, “Corrections and additions to CBT 6-8,” 1996, p. 6) 

BM 65270 (listed twice) : 

Strangely, Furuli lists this tablet twice, with three different dates! This eonfbsion is probably 
due to the faet that the month is damaged and difficult to read. After repeated eollations 
Walker stated that “it is perhaps most likely that the month is 7 rather than 4.” (Letter 
Walker-Jonsson, Nov. 13, 1990; ef. GTR4, p. 323, n. 28; see also Walker in “Corrections 
...,” 1996, p. 5: “the month is damaged; possibly month 7; not month 6 as previously 
suggested.”) On p. 1 of his “Corrections” list of 1996 Walker gives the following warning: 

“Note that in Neo-Babylonian texts there is always the possibility of 
confusion (because of inaccuracy in either reading or writing) between 
months IV, VII and XI, between months V and X, and between months IX 
and XII. The handbooks which suggest that these month-names are elearly 
distinguishable in the cuneiform seript do not give warning of the range of 
possible error that arises from sloppy, defeetive or cursive writing. Readings 
which are eritieal for ehronology should be eollated again and again, 
preferably by different Assyriologists experienced in working with Neo- 
Babylonian texts.” 

Another Assyriologist, Stefan Zawadzki, also eollated tablet BM 65270. He rejeets month 4 
(IV) and translates the date on the tablet as “the fifth [day] of the month LTlulu/Tasritu(?) 
[month 6 or 7] of the aeeession year of Amel-Marduk, king of Babylon.” (Stefan Zawadzki, 
“Two Neo-Babylonian Documents from 562 B.C.,” Zeitsehriftfiir Assyriologie, Band 86, 1996, 

p. 218) 

BM 80920 : 

The date, IV/29/acc., is that read by R. H. Saek in his work on Evil-Merodaeh (Amel- 
Marduk 562-560 B.C. [= AOATS 4], 1972, text no. 56). The CBT VIII catalogue, p. 245, 
however, has month VII, and on eollation Walker found that the latter is eorreet. The 
month is 7, not 4, thus VII/20/acc. “AOAT 4 no. 56 is to be eorreeted,” he says. (Walker, 
“Corrections ...”, 1996, p. 8; see also GTR4, p. 323, n. 28.) 

UCBC 378 : 

The fourth tablet in Fumli’s table, LTCBC 378, dated to “IV.29.00” in the eopy by Henry 
Frederiek Lutz, was published in 1931. (H. F. Lutz, Seleeted Cuneiform Texts, Berkeley: 
LTniversity of California Press, 1931, pp. 53 + 94, 95.) The full number of the published text 
is “UCP 9-1-2, 29.” The present museum number is HMA 9-02507 (HMA = Hearst 
Museum of Anthropology). The number used by Furuli, “LTCBC 378,” was a provisional 
number used by Lutz, who kept the tablets in his offiee and used his own number system 
before the tablets he translated were offieially aeeessioned. 

A transliteration with a translation by R. H. Saek was published in 1972 as text No. 70 in 
Saek’s work on Evil-Merodaeh ( op. rit., pp. 99-100). R. H. Saek does not seem to have 
eheeked the original tablet, but based his translation on H. Lutz’s eopy. Saek, too, gives the 
same date as Lutz, “month of Du’uzu [month 4], twenty-ninth day, aeeession year of Amel- 
Marduk, king of Babylon.” 

In order to have the original tablet eollated afresh, a eorrespondent of mine sent an email to 
Niek Veldhuis, Assoeiate Professor of Assyriology at the Department of Near Eastern 
Srndies, LTniversity of California, Berkeley, and asked if the date may have been misread by 
Lutz. In an email dated Oetober 3, 2007, Veldhuis said: 
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“I looked at the pieee yesterday and you may very weU be right. The two 
month names (4 and 7) are rather similar in cuneiform writing, one written 
SHU, the other DU6. The tablet is eroded and the sign is not very elear. I 
have little experience in this period — so I’ll have to look at it again, but I ean 
eertainly not exclude reading DU6 (that is, month 7).” 

Thus the date on this tablet, too, is damaged, and the month may very well be 7, not 4. The 
elaim that the date is anomalous, then, eannot be proven. 

In conclusion none of these tablets ean be shown to be dated as early as month IV of the 
aeeession year of Evil-Meroeaeh. The earliest tablet from his reign with a elear date is still 
BM 75322, dated to month V, day 20 of his aeeession year, as is also shown in GTR4, pp. 
323, 324. 

What about the three tablets dated to the reign of Nebuchadnezzar after the aeeession of 
Evil-Merodaeh in month V? Aeeording to Furuli’s table, these three tablets are dated to 
months VI, VIII, and X of the 43d year of Nebuchadnezzar: 

Month/day/year : Tablet no. : 

VI/26/43 Contenau XII.58 

VIII/?/43 Kriiekmann 238 

X/?/43 BM 55806 

I will start with the last of the three tablets. 

BM 55806 : 

Baek in 1987 I wrote to Professor D. J. Wiseman in London and asked him to eollate about 
20 oddly dated tablets I had found listed in the then reeently published BM catalogue CBT 
VI (1987). Wiseman eheeked all the 20 tablets and sent me his observations in a letter dated 
Oetober 7, 1987. Most of the dates tarned out to be modern printing or reading errors. 
With respeet to the date of 55806, X/?/43, Wiseman said that, “The reading seems to be ab 
(is this an error for shu?).” 

Ab is month V, and Shu (SHLT = Du’uzu) is month IV. 

The tablet was also eollated in 1990 by C. B. F. Walker, who gives the following eomments 
in his list of “Corrections ...,” p. 3: 

“Month appears to be written ITU.AD; year number highly uncertain, and 
partly erased. Pinehes, CT 55, 138, eopied ITLl.AB = month 10. If the year 
is really 43 then the month must be understood as AD = Abu.” 

As shown by Walker’s eomments, the date is severely damaged. Not only the day and the 
month, but also the year is highly uncertain. (This is aetaally admitted by Furuli himself on 
page 18!) Walker’s mentioning of CT 55 refers to volume 55 of a series of BM publications, 
Cuneifom Texts from Babjlonian Tablets in the Bri/ish Mnsenm. Vols. 55, 56, and 57 eontain 
eeonomie texts eopied by T. G. Pinehes during the years 1892-1894, published 90 years later 
by the British Museum Publications Ltd in 1982. As shown above, eollations of the original 
tablet by modern speeialists show that Pinehes evidently misread the month name, which 
most probably is V rather than X. The tablet eannot be shown to be dated after the 
aeeession of Evil-Merodaeh. 

Kriielanann 238 : 

“Kriiekmann” refers to 01uf Kriiekmann, Nenbabylonishe Reehts- imd l'envaltungstexte , 
published in Leipzig 1933. It is also referred to as TuM 2/3 as it is Vol. 2/3 in the series 
Texte imd Materialien der Tran Trofessor Hilpreeht Collection ofBaby/onian Antiqnities im THgentnm der 
TSniversitat Jena. Vol. 2/3 eontains eopies of 289 cuneiform tablets, many of which are 
fragmentary. In a ehronologieal table the tablets are briefly deseribed, and when the dates, or 
at least parts of them, are legible, they are given in three separate columns (giving month, 
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day, and year, respeetively). No. 238 is listed on page 16 as one of the tablets dated to 
Nebuchadnezzar. The date is evidently very fragmentary, as Kriiekmann has put both the 
month and the year within parenthesis, while the day number is shown as illegible: 

Monat Tag Jahr 

(IX) - (42) 

As ean be seen, the suggested year number is "42", not "43". 

So why does Furuli date the tablet to VIII/P/43? The reason obviously is that Fumli has 
never consulted Kriiekmann’s work. As I demonstrated in my review of volume I of Furuli’s 
work on aneient ehronology, most of the dates presented in his tables had been simply 
borrowed from web lists published by the Hungarian Assyriologist Janos Everling. 
Everling’s lists (presently not available on the web) were based upon works that had been 
published all the way from the latter part of the 19* eenrnry and up to about 2000. The lists 
eontain over 7,000 tablets from the Neo-Babylonian period alone. In the introduction to 
his lists Everling explicitly warned that the dates in the lists had neither been proof-read nor 
been eompared with the original tablets. The result is that Everling’s lists eontain numerous 
errors. In my review of Furuli’s volume I it was shown that he had borrowed extensively 
from Everling’s lists without eollations, with the result that the errors in Everling’s lists were 
repeated in Furuli’s tables. 

This is also tme of Everling’s referenee to Kriiekmann 238, whom he misquotes as follows: 
“TuM 2/3, 238. (Nbk. 43.08.O, <N.>)” 

Fumli seems to have simply taken the date from Everling’s lists without eollation and 
without eheeking Kriiekmann’s work. If he had done anything of this, he would have 
diseovered that Everling had misquoted Kriiekmann 238. 

Contenau XII,58 : 

The date of this tablet, VI/26/43, is eorreet and is the latest dated tablet from the reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar. As the earliest known tablet from the aeeession year of Evil-Merodaeh is 
dated to V/20/acc (BM 75322), the overlap between the two mlers is reduced from six 
months as shown by Fumli’s tables to one month and 6 days, as is also shown in GTR4, 
page 324. As I argued on the same page, the reason for this brief overlap probably is that 
Nebuchadnezzar had died earlier, but that Evil-Merodaeh’s aeeession was not generally 
aeeepted immediately due to his wicked eharaeter. Some seribes, therefore, continued to 
date their tablets to the reign of Nebuchadnezzar for a few weeks. This is a much more 
narnral explanation of the “overlap” than the idea that “extra years” have to be added 
between the two reigns — an idea that eonfliets with all other relevant sources from this 
period. 

(4) Evil-Merodaeh to Neriglissar 

“90 anomalous tablets”? 

As mentioned earlier, Rolf Fumli has repeatedly elaimed, both in this book (pp. 65, 86) and 
elsewhere, that there are about 90 “anomalous tablets” that eontradiet the traditional Neo- 
Babylonian ehronology and therefore requires an extension of this ehronology. On page 86 
he states that these 90 tablets are “mentioned in ehapter 3.” About a dozen of such elaimed 
anomalous tablets have already been discussed above, nine of which were presented in 
Fumli’s Table 3.3 on page 59. Fresh eollations by eompetent seholars showed that most of 
them did not have any “anomalous dates” at all. 

The longest table with such elaimed “anomalous dates” however, is Table 3.4 on pages 60- 
62. It starts in the first two columns with 17 tablets, continuously dated in eaeh of the 
months II, III, IV and V of the 2 ná and last year of Evil-Merodaeh, the last of the tablets 
being dated to V/17/02 (month 5, day 17, year 2). These dates are then followed in the next 
two columns by 37 tablets, continuously dated in eaeh of the months V, VI, VII, VIII and 
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IX of the aeeession year of Neriglissar, the first tablet being dated to V/21/acc. or just four 
days after the last tablet from the reign of Evil-Merodaeh. This strongly indieates that the 
transition from Evil-Merodaeh to Neriglissar took plaee in the latter part of month V of 
Evil-Merodaeh’s 2 nd year. 

However, Furuli also lists nine other tablets that do not seem to fit into this pattern. The 
first two are dated in the first and early seeond months of Neriglissar’s aeeession year, i.e., 
before the 17 tablets dated to months II-V of Evil-Merodaeh’s 2 nd and last year, seemingly 
ereating an overlap of about four months between the two reigns. Normally, the two early 
dates would be viewed as anomalous. But Furuli evidently presupposes that the two dates 
are eorreet and counts the 17 following tablets as anomalous! 

Further, Fumli lists three tablets dated to months X, XI, and XII of Evil-Merodaeh’s 2 nd 
year, i. e., after the 37 tablets dated to months V-IX of Neriglissar. This would inerease the 
overlap between the two reigns to more than ten months, from Neriglissar’s aeeession in 
month I to Evil-Merodaeh’s last tablet dated early in month XII. Instead of regarding the 
three tablets as anomakms, Fumli counts the preeeding 37 tablets from the aeeession year of 
Neriglissar as anomalous! 

Finally, Furuli lists in his table four other tablets that also seem to support an overlap 
between the two reigns. Two of them are plaeed early in month V of Neriglissar’s reign and 
two others in month VII of Evil-Merodaeh’s reign. Aeeording to Fumli’s way of reekoning, 
the two latter tablets would inerease the number of anomalous tablets from the last months 
of Evil-Merodaeh’s last year of reign from 17 to 19. On the number of anomalous tablets 
from the aeeession year of Neriglissar Fumli states that there are “at least 41 tablets dated in 
the aeeession year of Neriglissar before the last tablet dated to Evil-Merodaeh.” (Furuli, p. 
60) If these 41 tablets and also the previous 19 tablets are all counted as anomalous, we 
would get 60 “anomalous tablets” during the Evil-Merodaeh/Neriglissar overlap! 

Thus, out of nine tablets with seemingly odd dates Furuli succeeds in ereating 60 tablets 
with “anomalous dates”! 

Let us take a eloser look at the nine tablets that really seem to be oddly dated. They are: 

Neriglissar: 



Month/dav/vear: 

Tablet no.: 

(1) 

I/26/acc. 

AOAT 236, 97 

(2) 

II/04/acc. 

BM 75489 

(3) 

V/?/acc. 

BM 60150 

(4) 

V/06/acc. 

BM 30419 


Evil-Merodaeh: 



Month/dav/vear: 

Tablet no.: 

(5) 

VII/08/02 

BM 58580 

(6) 

VII/08/02 

BM 75106 

(7) 

X/17/02 

BM 61325 

(8) 

XI/15/02 

p 

(9) 

XII/02/03 

BM 58580 


It does not seem that Furuli has himself eollated any of these tablets or has had them 
eollated by experienced speeialists on cuneiform. Had he done this, he would have 
diseovered that most of the “odd dates” disappear. 
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Tablet no. 1 is published as no. 97 in a work by Ronald H. Saek in his work, Neriglissar - 
King of Babylon (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1994). This is Band 236 in the series Alter Orient und Altes 
Testament, which explains the referenee to the tablet as AOAT 236, 97. The museum number 
is BM 60231. Saek’s transliterarion and translation of the tablet on page 235 reveals that the 
month sign is damaged. Saek, therefore, adds a question mark after the month name and 
puts it within half braekets: l_ Nisanu(?) _1 . Although Saek in a table on pages 59-61 gives the 
year, month, and day of the tablet as Acc/I/26, he leaves out the month altogether in his 
“Catalogue and Deseription of Datable Texts” on pages 49-54, giving the year/month/day 
as “Aee. ... 25”. (Saek, p. 54) 

To get to know just how damaged the month name on the tablet is, I sent an email to Dr. 
Jon Taylor, Curator at the Department of the Middle East at the British Museum, and asked 
him to eheek the date. In an email reeeived on June 24, 2008, he explained: 

“I've had a look at that tablet, and also shown it to several people with more 
experience in Neo-Babylonian texts than I have. The sign in question is not 
just damaged but also right on the eorner of the tablet, and thus probably 
distorted. The more you look at it, the more signs it could be. None of us 
has been able to deeide with eertainty what it really is. I ean send you a 
photo if you would lilte to see for yourself.” 

Obviously, it eannot be elaimed that the date on this tablet really is anomalous. 

Tablet no. 2 . BM 75489, is published as no. 91 in Saek’s work on Neriglissar. The tablet is 
elearly dated to month II, day 4, of Neriglissar’s aeeession year. This was eonfirmed by C. B. 
F. Walker, who eollated the tablet several times, onee together with two other 
Assyriologists, Dr. G. van Driel and Mr Bongenaar, on November 9, 1990. (Walker, 
“Corrections,” 1996, p. 7; ef. GTR4, p. 326, n. 33.) The date of this tablet, then, is elearly 
anomakms. Whether it is eorreet or a seribal error is, of course, another question. 

Tablet no. 3 . BM 60150, is dated to month V, but the day number is damaged and illegible. 
As the transition between Evil-Merodaeh and Neriglissar took plaee between day 17 and day 
21 in the same month (month V), it eannot be shown that this tablet is dated earlier, and it 
would be wrong to elaim that its date is anomakms. 

Tablet no, 4 . BM 30419, is dated by Furuli to month V, day 6, of Nerighssar’s aeeession 
year. This is also the date given by R. H. Saek in his book on Nerigkssar (published as text 
no. 12, pp. 150, 151.) However, “month V (ITI.NE)” seems to be a modern misreading. 
The tablet was examined in 1990 by C. B. F. Walker together with another Assyriologist, Dr. 
van Driel. Walker explains that, “Only the beginning of the month name is preserved, but 
we both agree that ITI.N[E] seems to be out of the question and that ITI.Z|IZ], month XI, 
may be the best guess at the moment.” (Letter Walker-Jonsson, November 13, 1990, p. 2) 
Again, the tablet eannot be shown to be anomalous. 

Tablet no, 5 and 9 . BM 58580, is listed twice in Furuli’s table, but with two different dates: 
VII/08/02 and XII/02/03. Both dates are wrong. Professor D. J. Wiseman, who eollated 
the tablet in 1987, wrote: “Not year 3 possibly 2/2/2” (day 2, month 2, Year 2). (Letter 
Wiseman-Jonsson, Oetober 7, 1987) C. B. F. Walker, in “Corrections,” 1996, p. 3, eonfìrms 
Wiseman’s reading “2/2/2”. The tablet, then, is not anomakms. 

Tablet no, 6 . BM 75106, dated VII/08/02 in Fumli’s table, is actually dated to month IV, 
aeeording to C. B. F. Walker’s “Corrections,” 1996, p. 7. The date ereates no problem. 

Tablet no, 7 . BM 61325, was eollated by C. B. F. Walker, Dr. van Driel and Mr. Bongenaar 
on November 9, 1990. Walker says that, “The month is sHghtly damaged, but seems to be 
elearly ITI.AB (month X) rather than ITI.NE (month V). Not day 17 as prevkmsly stated.” 
The day number is 19. The date on this tablet, then, is X/19/02. This does not neeessarily 
mean that it is eorreet. It may be a seribal error. 

Tablet no, 8 . finaHy, is dated to XI/15/02 in FumH’s table. FuruH points out in a note (p. 62, 
n. 79) that the inventory number is missing, so he was unable to identify it. He refers, 
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however, to W. St. Chad Boscawen’s table on page 52 of the Transaetions of the Soáety of 
BibliealArehaeology, Vol. VI (London, January, 1878). The date there has day 5, not day 15 as 
in Furuli’s tablet. 

Aetaally, a eopy of this tablet by B. T. A. Evetts was published four years later as no. 66 in 
his Babylonisehe Texte (Leipzig, 1892). As shown on page 3 of the same work, Evetts read 
both the year number and the royal name differendy: He dates it to XI /05/03 of 
Neriglissar . not of Evil-Merodaeh! A transliteration and translation of the same tablet by 
Ronald H. Saek has also been included in his reeent work on Neriglissar - King ofBabylon (= 
AOAT, Band 236. Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neuldrchener Verlag, 1994), pp. 205-206. The 
museum number is BM 30577. Saek, who eollated the tablet afresh, eonfirms the reading of 
Evetts. Obviously, Boscawen had misread the tablet. Its date ereates no problems. 

In the discussion above, the 60 supposedly “anomalous tablets” dated to the transition 
from Evil-Merodaeh to Neriglissar presented in Furuli’s “Table 3.4” were first reduced to 
nine tablets that seemed to eonfliet with eonventional ehronology. Of these tablets only two 
could be demonstrated to have elear anomakms dates, i.e., no. 2 (BM 75489), dated to 
Neriglissar, II/04/acc. and no. 7 (BM 61325), dated to Evil-Merodaeh, X/19/02. This result 
is the same as that reaehed in GTR4 (pp. 325-327). How are the two tablets to be explained? 
Do they, as Furuli elaims on page 60, “strongly suggest that the aeeession year of Neriglissar 
is not the same year as the seeond year of Evil-Merodaeh, but one or more years must have 
elapsed between their reigns”? This is eertainly not the eorreet conclusion to draw, as this 
would eontradiet many other documents from the period, including the astronomieal 
tablets. 

It should be notieed that the dates on these two tablets stand isolated from the other dates 
in the transition between the two reigns. The tablet dated in month II of Neriglissar’s 
aeeession year is not followed by any tablets dated to his reign in the next two months, III 
and IV, while we have several tablets dated in every month of his aeeession year from 
month V and onward. Similarly, we have several published and unpublished tablets dated in 
every month of Evil-Merodaeh’s reign up to month V of his 2 nd year, while the tablet from 
month X of his 2 nd year is an isolated date that appears five months later. Normally, we 
should have several tablets from eaeh of the four months between V and X dated to his 
reign, but we have none. What does this indieate? 

Dr. G. van Driel, in his discussion of the first of the two tablets (AOAT 236, 91 = BM 
75489), says: 

“The Sippar text R. H. Saek, Neriglissar no. 91, dated to 4 II aeeession year, 
would suggest a eonsiderable overlap with the preeeding 1-dng Awil-Marduk, 
to whom later Sippar texts (listed by Saek, p. 26, n. 19) are dated. A mistake in 
the date of AOAT 236, no. 91 is the easiest solntion. It should be noted that the 
Uruk kinglist (J. J. A. van Dijk, UVB 18 [1962] pp. 53-60 obv. 9) gives N. 3 
years and 8 months, which could exceptionally refer to the aetaal reign and 
not to a reign starting with the beginning of the first full year.” — G. van 
Driel in Reallexikon der Assyriologie nnd l 'orderasiatisehen Arehaologie, Band 9 
(Berlin, New York: Walter de Gtayter, 1998-2001), p. 228. Emphasis added. 

(Cf. the similar eomments in GTR4, pp. 326, 327. In note 35 on p. 327 an 
alternative solution is also discussed.) 

The easiest and most nataral explanation, then, is that the two odd dates are seribal errors. 
As Furuli himself admits in his first volume on ehronology, “one or two eontradietory finds 
do not neeessarily destroy a ehronology that has been substantiated by hundreds of 
independent finds.” (Rolf Furuli, Persian Chronology and the Tength of the Babylonian Exile of the 
Jem, Oslo, 2003, p. 22) This is eertainly true of the two anomalous tablets discussed above. 
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(5) Neriglissar to Labashi-Marduk 

In Table 3.5 on page 62 of his book Furuli presents ten tablets which he elaims overlap the 
end of the reign of Neriglissar with the reigns of the last two kings of in the Neo- 
Babylonian period, his son Labashi-Marduk and Nabonkhis. The dates on the four last 
tablets from the 4 th regnal year of Neriglissar listed in the table are: 

Month/day/year : Tablet no. : 

1/02/04 BM 41401 

IP/06/04 YBC 3433 

11/02/04 BM 30334 

11/01/04 ? 

The earliest two tablets from the reign of Neriglissar’s successor Labashi-Marduk are dated 
I/ll+/acc. (Pinehes 55, 432 = BM 58432) and I/23/acc. (NBC 4534), which seems to be a 
few weeks earlier than the two latest tablets from the reign of Neriglissar in the table above, 
BM 30334 and “?”. Fumli says: 

“The first tablet from the reign of Labashi-Merodaeh is dated to day 11+ of 
month I of his aeeession year, but this eannot be harmonized with the tablet 
dated to month II of year 4 of Neriglissar.” 

The date of BM 30334 in Furuli’s table, however, is wrong. A eopy of the tablet by B. T. A. 
Evetts was first published as no. 69 in Babylonisehe Texte (1892). In a table on page 3 he 
shows the date to be 1/02/04. The date on the tablet was eollated and eonfirmed by Ronald 
H. Saek, whose transliteration and translation of the tablet appears on page 208 of his work 
on Neriglissar— Kàng ofBabylon (1994). The date ereates no overlap between the two reigns. 

LTnfortunately, the last tablet in Furuli’s table on Neriglissar, dated 11/01/04, has no 
number. As Furuli admits on page 63 he has been unable to identify the tablet and verify the 
date. He has found the date in an old artiele by F. H. Weissbach published in Zeitsehrift der 
Dentsehen Morgenldndisehen Gesellsehaft , Band 62, 1908, page 630. But Weissbach gives no 
further referenee. The date has probably turned out to be wrong. It was not included by R. 
A. Parker and W. H. Dubberstein in their Babylonian Chronology 626 B.C. — A.D. 75 (1956), 
nor has it been referred to in later artieles on Neriglissar or in R. H. Saek’s work on this 
regent. The date has to be rejeeted until Furuli ean prove its eorreetness. The conclusion on 
page 327 of my book (GTR4), therefore, still stands: 

“The last two tablets known from the reign of Neriglissar are dated 1/2/4 
(April 12, 556 B.C.E.) and I?/6/4 (April 16). The first tablet known from the 
reign of his son and successor, Labashi-Marduk, is dated I/23/acc. (May 3, 

556 B.C.E.), that is, twenty-one, or possibly only seventeen days later. These 
dates ereate no overlap between the two.” 

(6) Labashi-Marduk to Nabonidus 

Aeeording to Fumli’s Table 3.5, the latest tablet from the reign of Labashi-Marduk is dated 
III/12/acc., while the earliest tablet from the reign of his successor Nabonidus is dated in 
the previous month, on II/15/acc.: 

The two latest tablets from the reign ofTabashi-Mardnk: 

Month/day/year : Tablet no. : 

III/ll/acc. (= June 19) YBC 3817 

III/12/acc. (= June 20) Evetts, Lab. No. 1 (PD p. 13) 
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The two earliest tahlets from the reign ofNabonidns: 

Month/day/year : Tablet no. : 

II/ 15/aee. (= May 25) Clay 1908, 39 (= BE VIII, 39) 

III/18/acc. (= June 26) Strassm. 1889, 1 (= Nbn 1) 

At first glanee these tablets seem to show an overlap of 26 days between the two reigns. But 
a eloser examination of the texts shows that this is not the ease if theprovenanee of the tablets is 
taken into eonsideration. 

The Uruk king list eredits Labashi-Marduk with a reign of only three months, which is 
eonfirmed by the eontemporary eontraet tablets, which are dated only to (parts of) months 
I, II, and III. Aeeording to Berossus he was plotted against and ltilled because of his wicked 
behaviour. The rebellion broke out almost immediately after his aeeession, evidently before 
he had gained eontrol over the whole kingdom. This conclusion is supported by the faet 
that the tablets dated to his reign eome from only four plaees: Babylon, LTruk, Sippar, and 
(one tablet) Borsippa. 

The earliest tablet dated to Nabonidus is from Nippur. No tablets dated to Labashi-Marduk 
are from that eity. And the latest tablets dated to him from Babylon, LTruk, Sippar, and 
Borsippa are all earlier than the earliest tablets from these eities dated to Nabonidus. Thus 
there are no overlaps between the two kings at any of these plaees. Professor Wolfgang 
Ròllig concludes: 

“Both, then, have rnled, or laid elaim to the throne, at the same time, althongh 
at dijferentplaees.” - W. Ròllig in Keallexikon der Assyriologie nnd vorderasiatisehen 
Arehà'ologie, Band 6 (Berlin and New York, 1980), p. 409. Emphasis added. 

(Cf. also GTR4, pp. 327, 328) 


This is shown in the following table: 



Nippur 

Babylon 

LTmk 

Sippar 

Borsippa 

Labashi- 

Marduk, 

latest 

tablets 

— 

II/22/acc. 

(= |une 1) 

III/ll/acc. 

(= ]une 19) 

III/ 12/aee. 

(= ]une 20) 

11/26/aee. 

(= ]une 5) 

Nabonidus, 

earliest 

II/15/acc. 

IV/06/acc. 

III/23/acc. 

III/18/acc* 

VII/27/acc. 

tablets 

(= May 25) 

Ouly 14?) 

(- July 1) 

(= June 26) 

(= Oet. 31) 


* PD p. 13 mentions a text, VAS VI 65, dated to III/01/acc. (June 9, 556) of Nabonidus. 
Although Sippar is not mentioned in the text, the inseription is reported to have been found 
there. It is a building inseription. Although it bears no date, F. X. Kugler ( Stemknnde imd 
Stemdienst in Babel, 11:11:2, 1924, pp. 405-408) argued that it deseribes restoration work done 
in Sippar from day 1, month III of Nabonkhis’ aeeession year onward. This view is rejeeted 
by P.-A- Beaulieu, whose eareftil study shows that restoration works took plaee in Sippar “in 
the seeond, the tenth, and the sixteenth year of Nabonidus”, but not in his aeeession year. 
(Beaulieu, The Reign ofNabonidns, King ofBabylon 556-539 B.C., New Haven and London: Yale 
University Press, 1989, p. 6. Cf. his Table 2 on p. 42.) 

Furuli’s elaim (p. 63), that “we ean hardly avoid the conclusion that there was one or more 
years between Neriglissar and Nabonaid,” has no factual foundation. The supposed overlap 
between Neriglissar and Labashi-Marduk is based on misreading of tablets, and the Labashi- 
Marduk/Nabonidus “overlap,” which disappears on loeal level, is easily explained by the 
politieal circumstances that brought Nabonidus to the throne. 
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(7) Nabonidus to Cyrus 

Aeeording to the Nabonidus Chronicle (translated by A. K. Grayson as Chronicle 7 in his 
Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, Locust Valley, New York: J.J. Augustin Publisher, 1975, pp. 
104-111), Babylon was captured by the army of Cyrus on the 16* day of Tishri (= month 
VII), evidendy in the 17* regnal year of Nabonidus (= Oetober 11/12, 539 BCE; the year is 
damaged and illegible). This date, then, marked the end of the reign of Nabonidus. Cyrus 
himself entered Babylon on the 3* day of month VIII, Arahsamnu (= Oetober 28/29). The 
earliest tablet extant from the reign of Cyms (CT 57:717) is dated to day 19, month VII 
(Tishri) of his aeeession-year, i.e., three days after the fall of Babylon. 

Fumli, however, tries to argue that Nabonidus may have ruled longer than 17 years. He 
elaims that, “Some anomalous tablets w[h]ere the reigns overlap do exist, but the dates of 
two [of] these tablets are explained away ad hoe by P&D, as the footnotes show.” (Furuli, p. 
63) As will be demonstrated below this accusation is false. 

In Table 3.6 on pages 63 and 64 he presents four tablets that he elaims are dated to 
Nabonidus aftershe fall of Babylon on VII/16/17: 

Month / day / year : Tablet no. : 

VII/10/17 Strassm. Nab 1054 

IX/xx/17 Strassm. Nab 1055 

XII/17/17 CT 57.168 

VI/06/18 Contenau 1927, 122 


The first date eontains a typing error and should be VIII/10/17. Actually, it has been 
known sinee 1990 that none of these four tablets have anomalous dates, and it is quite 
remarkable that Fumli does not know this. All dates are discussed, for example, in my book. 
All I ean do, therefore, is to repeat the information presented in GTR4 on pages 356-358 
and in note 62 on page 120: 


“VIII/10/17” (Strassm, Nab 1054 =BM 749721 : 

As Furuli explains in note 84, PD rejeeted this date because “the month sign is shaded” in J. 
N. Strassmaier’s eopy of the text published in 1889. (PD = Parker & Dubberstein, Babylonian 
ehronology, 1956, p. 13; the tablet is listed as no. 1054 in J. Strassmaier, insehriften von 
Nabonidns, Konig von Babylon, Leipzig, 1889) They had good reasons for doing this because F. 
H. Weissbach, who eollated the tablet in 1908, explained that the month name was highly 
uncertain and “in any ease not Arahsamnu” (month VIII). 

Aemally, there is an even more serious error with the date. Baek in 1990 I asked C. B. F. 
Walker at the British Museum to take another look at the date on the original tablet. He did 
this together with two other Assyriologists. They all agreed that the year is 16, not 17. 
Walker says: 

“On the Nabonidus text no. 1054 mentioned by Parker and Dubberstein p. 

13 and Kugler, SSB II 388, I have eollated that tablet (BM 74972) and am 
satisfied that the year is 16, not 17. It has also been eheeked by Dr. G. Van 
Driel and Mr. Bongenaar, and they both agree with me.” — Letter Walker to 
Jonsson, 13 November 1990. 

“IX/xx/17” IStrassm, Nab 1055) : 

This text does not give any day number, the date above just being given as “Kislimu [= 
month IX], year 17 of Nabonidus”. The text, in faet, eontains four different dates of this 
ltind, in the following ehronologieal disorder: Months IX, I, XII, and VI of “year 17 of 
Nabonidus”. None of these dates refers to the time when the tablet was drawn up. Such a 
date is aemally missing on the tablet. As F. X. Kugler explained, the tablet belongs to a 
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eategory of texts eontaining instalment dates or delivery dates ( massartnm ). (F. X. Kugler, 
Stemkimde nnd Stemdienst in Babe/, Vol. 11:2, 1912, pp. 388, 389) Such dates were given at 
least one month, and often several months in advanee. That is why Parker & Dubberstein 
explain that “this tablet is useless for dating purposes.” (Parker & Dubberstein, Babylonian 
ehronology , p. 14) As shown by its eontents, No. 1055 is an administrative text giving the 
dates for deliveries of eertain amounts of barley in year 17 of Nabonidus.- P,- A. Beaulieu in 
the Jonrnal ofNearEastern Stndies, Vol. 52:4 (1993), pp. 256, 258. 

“XII/17 /17” (CT 57,168 = BM 55694) : 

This tablet was eopied by T. G. Pinehes in the 1890’s and was fìnally published in 1982 as 
CT 57:168. (CT 57:168 = Cuneiform Texts from Bakylonian Tablets in the British Mitseitm, Part. 57, 
1982, No. 168) It is also listed in CBT 6 where the date is given as “Nb(-) 19/12/13+” (= 
day 19, month 12, year 13+). (Erle Leiehty, ed., Catalogue of the Bahylonian Tablets in the British 
Mnseitm [CBT|, Vol. 6, 1986, p. 184 [82-7-14, 51]) Both the royal name and the year number 
are obviously damaged and only partially legible. “Nb(-)” shows that the royal name begins 
with “Nabu-”. This could refer either to Nabopolassar, Nebuchadnezzar, or Nabonidus. If 
it is Nabonidus, the damaged year number, “13+”, may refer to any year between his 13* 
and 17* year. 

“VI/06/18” /Contenau 1927, 1221 : 

This tablet was eopied by G. Contenau and was published as number 121 (“122” in Furuk’s 
table is an error) in his work Textes Citneiformes, Tome XII, Contrats Néo-Babyloniens, I (Paris: 
Librarie Orientaliste, 1927), Pl. LVIII. Line 1 gives the date as “VI/06/17,” but when it is 
repeated in line 19 in the text it is given as “VI/6/18.” PD (Parker & Dubberstein, p. 13) 
assumed “either a seribal error or an error by Contenau.” The matter was settled by Dr. 
Béatriee André, who at my request eollated the original at the Louvre Museum in Paris in 
1990: “The last line has, like the first, the year 17, and the error eomes from Contenau.” — 
Letter André-Jonsson, Mareh 20, 1990. (See GTR4, p. 120, n. 62) 

One could also mention another, similar error on page 117 in the latest CBT catalogue (M. 
Sigrist, R Zadok, and C. B. F. Walker [eds.], Catalogue of the Balylonian Tablets in the British 
Mnseitm, Vol. III, London: The British Museum Press, 2006), where text 486 (= BM 26668) 
is dated lr Nbn 18/111/18” (= day 18, month III, year 18). On my request Dr. Jonathan 
Taylor, who is Curator at the Department of the Middle East at the British Museum, 
eollated the tablet. In an email dated January 15, 2008, he explained: 

“A year 18 for Nabonidus would indeed be very interesting. Unfortunately, 
the 18 is a typo here and the tablet is datable simply to year 8.” 

None of the four tablets listed by Furuli have an anomakms date. None of them, therefore, 
may “suggest either that there was one or more years between Nabonaid and Cyrus, or that 
the regnal years of Nabonaid could be calculated in a way different from the expected one.” 
(Fumli, p. 63) 

Siimmary 

If a seholar believes it is possible to present a radieal revision of the generally aeeepted 
ehronology of an aneient, well known historieal period, he/she should be able to present 
strong evidenee of this, and he/she has to be very eareftil to eheek if his/her evidenee is 
valid before it is published. Furuli has done nothing of this. His elaim that there are “about 
90 anomalous tablets” from the Neo-Babylonian period is demonstrably false. And most of 
the “anomakms dates” that he does quote have been proved not to be anomakms at all. 
Fresh eollations have shown that most of them either eontain seribal errors or have been 
misread by modern seholars, or have mrned out to be modern eopying, transeription, or 
printing errors. 

The question is why Furuli has used such tablets in support of his “Oslo ehronology” 
without having them eollated. Basing a radieal revision of the ehronology established for 
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one of the ehronologieally best established periods in antiquity on misreadings and 
misinterpretations of the documents used does not speak very well about the quality of the 
researeh performed. 


Part IV: The Neo-Babylonian Ledger NBC 4897 

The cuneiform tablet NBC 4897 is a ledger, tabulating the annual growth of a herd of sheep 
and goats belonging to the Eanna temple at Uruk for ten consecutive years, from the thirty- 
seventh year of Nebuchadnezzar to the first year of Neriglissar. As it is an anmtal reeord, it 
elearly shows that Nebuchadnezzar ruled for 43 years, his son Amèl-Marduk for 2 years, and 
that the latter was succeeded by Neriglissar. The tablet makes it impossible to insert any 
extra years or any extra kings between Nebuchadnezzar and Amèl-Marduk, or between 
Amèl-Marduk and Neriglissar. This is strong evidenee, indeed. 

The first presentation and discussion of the tablet was included in an artiele written by 
Ronald H. Saek, “Some Notes on Bookkeeping in Eanna,” published in M. A. Powell Jr. 
and R. H. Saek (eds.), Stndies in Honor ofTomB. Jones (1979). It was a brief, preliminary stady 
of just five normal-sized pages (pp. 114 -118), three of which eontain a drawing of the 
tablet. 

Another discussion of the tablet appeared 16 years later in an artiele written by G. van Driel 
& K. R. Nemet-Nejat, “Bookkeeping Praeriees for an Institational Herd at Eanna,” Jonrnal of 
Cuneiform Stndies, Vol. 46 (1994), pp. 47-58. It was a somewhat longer stady of 12 large-sized 
pages, six of which eontain a drawing, transliteration and translation of the tablet. Their 
artiele eorreets a number of errors and misinterpretations by Saek. 

The most extensive and detailed discussion of the tablet, however, is Stefan Zawadzki’s 
arriele, “Booltkeeping Praetiees at the Eanna Temple in Uruk in the Light of the Text NBC 
4897 f Jottmal of Cnneform Stndies, Vol. 55 (2003), pp. 99-123. Zawadzki’s discussion eovers 
25 large-sized pages, four of which give a transliteration and translation of the tablet. The 
artiele eontains the most detailed and earefhl examination of the tablet so far. He eorreets a 
number of misreadings and misinterpretations in the previous artieles by Ronald H. Saek 
and G. van Driel/K. R. Nemet-Nejat. 

Do the total mimbers on the tablet eontain serious mistakes and 
miscalculations? 

Although van Driel and Nemet-Nejat eorreeted many misinterpretations and misreadings by 
Saek, they also elaimed that the interpretation of the tablet “is hampered by miscalculations 
and mistakes in the text.” (Van Driel/Nemet-Nejat, p. 47) Their conclusion at the end of 
their artiele (page 57) is quoted approvingly by Rolf Furuli, who elaims that it “highlights the 
laek of quality of this tablet”: 

“For the most part, mistakes occur in the totals. The seribes probably had 
difficulties similar to ours in reading the numbers in their ledgers. We ean 
understand small mistakes of a single digit, but the mistakes occurring in the 
emeial final seetion of NBC 4897 again raise the question of how the 
administrations could work with this 1-rind of accounting.” — Quoted by Rolf 
Furuli in his Assyrian, Babylonian, and Egyptian Chronology, pp. 247, 248 (2007 
ed.; pp. 251, 252 in the 2 nd ed. of 2008). 

As is demonstrated by Zawadzki, however, these elaims are much exaggerated. The faet is 
that they are mainly based on misreadings and misunderstandings by the authors. As 
Zawadzld explains, van Driel “has solved many problems, yet he has failed to explain several 
signifieant points, or has proposed interpretations that reqnire reevalnation.” (Zawadzki, p. 100; 
emphasis added) In faet, when the tablet is eorreetly read, eopied, understood and 
translated, it ean be shown to eontain very few errors “in the totals”, and these are small and 
unessential and do not occur “in the erneial final seetion of NBC 4897” as van Driel/Nemet- 
Nejat state. 
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Concerning the elaim that the mistakes for the most part “occur in the totals”, the most 
serious of these aeeording to van Driel/Nemet-Nejat’s translation are found in lines 31 and 
35, where the numbers of sheep (rams + ewes + male lambs + young ewes) are summarized 
as follows: 

Line 31 : 170 + 390 + 66 + 193 = total: 759. 

Line 35 : 5 + 198 + 14 + 51 = total: 198. 

As van Driel/Nemet-Nejat observed (pp. 53, 57), the numbers they have read in line 31 add 
up to 819, not 759, and those in line 35 add up to 268, not 198. 

With respeet to line 31, however, Zawadzki notes that, “Van Driel reads mistakenly 193 
lambs while the eopy gives elearly 133. The horizontal total of 759 is eorreet. Thus his 
calculations in JCS 46, [page] 57 from point (3) to the end of the artiele [i.e., the whole last 
page of the artiele] are wrong.” (Zawadzki, p. 104, note 23) 

Line 35 eontains two further misreadings: The number 198 is a misreading for 138 
(Zawadzki, p. 104, n. 25) and number 51 is a misreading for 41. Paul-Alain Beaulieu, who 
eollated the original tablet at Yale, eomments, “The tablet has a elear 41, indeed, but the 
seribe has written 51 and then erased one of the lVinkelhaken to make 41.” (Zawadzki, p. 
104, n. 26) The horizontal total of 198 in line 35, therefore, is also eorreet. 

Thus there are no errors “in the emeial final seetion” of the tablets. When the individual 
figures have been eorreedy read, eopied and translated, and the procedure used by the 
accountant to arrive at the “totals” and the “Grand totals” is eorreedy understood, the 
calculations of the accountant turn out to be surprisingly free from serious errors. At only 
two plaees the “Grand totals” eontains errors, and these are very small. For the 37* year 
(line 5) the “Grand total” shows 176 animals instead of 174, and for the 40* year (line 14) it 
shows 303 animals instead of 306. For all the other eight years the calculations are eorreet! 

In view of this, it is remarkable that Rolf Furuli in his attempt to undermine the 
ehronologieal impaet of NBC 4897 has devoted so little attention to Zawadzki’s earefhl 
analysis of the ledger that he has failed to notiee that his quotation from van Driel/Nemet- 
Nejat about the supposed numerical mistakes on the tablet has been refuted by Zawadzki! 

Table 1 below, which is based on Zawadzki’s stady, summarizes the eakmlations in the 
ledger, demonstrating that the Neo-Babylonian accountant usually did an excellent job and 
that the few mistakes he did in his eakmlations of the annual inerease of the herd were of 
very small consequence. In the table “BF” means “brought forward” and “CF” means 
“earried forward.” “Nbk” means Nebuchadnezzar, “AmM” Amèl-Marduk, and “Ngl” 
Neriglissar. The regnal year numbers in the first column includes some emendations or 
reeonstmetions by van Driel and Zawadzki. (Zawadzki, page 100, note 9) See further Table 
2 below. 
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Table 1: A summary of the calculations in the ledger NBC 4897 


Regnal 

year: 

BF from 
previous 
year: 

Animals 
paid for 
shearing: 

- Hides 
(of dead 
animals) 

Wages 

(= 

animals 

)to 

shepher 

d(s): 

+ Lambs 
(male and 
female): 

+ Kids 

(male 

and 

female): 

Gran 

d 

total 

(CF) 

on 

tablet 

Actual 

Grand 

total: 

37th 

Nbk 

137 


-12 

- 4 

16 + 36 

0+ 1 

176 

174 ! 

38th 

176 

-2 

-15 

- 5 

18 + 40 

1 + 1 

214 

214 

39th 

214 

-4 

- 19 

- 7 

23 + 45 

1 + 2 

255 

255 

40th 

255 

-2 

-22 

- 8 

27 + 53 

1 + 2 

303 

306 ! 

41 st 

303 

-7(6+1) 

-27 

-10 

31 + 60 

2 + 2 

354 

354 

42nd 

354 

-2(1 + 1) 

-32 

-11 

40 + 65 

2 + 2 

418 

418 

43rd 

418 

-7 

-37 

-13 

41 + 80 

2 + 3 

487 

487 

lst 

AmM 

487 

-7 

-43 

-15 

48 + 90 

3 + 3 

566 

566 

0 

AmM 







104 

104 

lst 

AmM 

566 + 

104 

-5 





665 

665 

2nd 

665 

-0 

-61 

-22 

66 + 133 

4 + 4 

789 

789 

lst Ngl 

789 

-5 

-71 

-26 

80 + 146 

4+5 

922 

922 

Seen 







208 

208 

Not seen 

922 

208 

11 

(8+3) 





703 

703 


Note: The last three lines in the table stimmarize lines 34—36 of the tablet. In the l st year 
of Neriglissar the herd had inereased to 922 animals aeeording to line 34. Of these, 208 
animals “were seen” aeeording to line 35. As Zawadzki explains, this means that this was 
“the part of the herd, which was actually brought to the inspeetion in LTruk”. As line 34 
goes on to state that “8 lambs were reeeived in LTruk, 3 lambs (were given) for shearing”, the 
number of animals that “were not seen” was 703 (922 — 208 — 8 — 3) as line 36 of the tablet 
shows. 

Does the tablet indieate another king between Nebuchadnezzar and 
Amél-Marduk? 

Lines 26, 27, and 28 of the tablet are dated to year 1, aeeession year, and year 1, respeetively, 
of Amèl-Mardtik. At first glanee this order seems strange. Fumli utilizes it for arguing that, 
“If the name [in line 27] is Evil-Merodaeh, the king in line 26 is probably another king, 
because the aeeession year of a king is mentioned in line 27, and the first year of a king is 
mentioned in line 26. And namrally, the aeeession year of a king will be mentioned before 
his first year.” (Furuli, p. 253) 

Fumli has a tendeney to “muddy the waters” by giving examples of how one and the same 
cuneiform sign ean be interpreted in many different ways. This is the method he resorts to 
here. He elaims that the signs translated Amèl-Marduk (Evil-Merodaeh) in line 26 ean also 
be read in many other ways. On pages 252-253 he gives a list of “24 different names, eaeh 
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of which the signs ean represent, depending on how eaeh sign is read.” One of these names 
is Nadin-Ninurta, which aeeording to Furuli may have been an unknown king who “reigned 
before Neriglissar.” (Furuli, p. 78) 

But is a eombination of a few signs really that problematie? Eriea Reiner, who was a leading 
speeialist on cuneiform and Akkadian (she died in 2005), explains: 

“In spite of the polyvalenee of the cuneiform syllabary, there is normally 
only one eorreet reading for eaeh group of signs, whether the unit be a word 
or a phrase; in those eases where there is actual ambiguity, it eannot be 
solved from internal evidenee alone, just as ambiguous eonstmetions in any 
language, including English. To take an example, if sign A has as possible 
values the syllables ;/r, liK, DaS, and sign B the syllables kitr ., laD, maD, naD, 

SaD, (K stands for an element of the set whose elements are {g, k, q}, abbr. 

K E {g, k, q}, similarl^ E {z, s,j, s}, DE {d, t, >}), the eombination 
AAB, representing one word, will be read, of all possible 16.16.22 = 2 9 .11 = 

512.11 = 5632 eombinations, uniquely and unequivocally as lik-tas-sad, 
because of these 5632 eombinations 5631 will be eliminated on graphemieal, 
phonologieal, and lexical grounds.” — Eriea Reiner, “Akkadian,” in Ungustics 
in Soitth W’est Asian and North Afriea (ed. T. A Sebeok; Current Trends in 
Linguistics 6; The Hague: Mouton, 1970), p. 293. 

The signs for the royal name in line 26 are read as LU- d $U by Saek, van Dtiel/Nemet-Nejat, 
and Zawadzki. Furuli (p. 252) agrees that this is “a reasonable interpretation” of the signs, 
although he indieates that the signs are only partially legible and that other readings, 
therefore, are also possible, giving a number of examples of this. The name “Nadin- 
Ninurta”, for example, would require that the signs ean be read MLT- d MA$ instead of LU- 
d SU. To get to know if the signs are really so difficult to read I sent a question about the 
matter to Elizabeth Payne, an experienced Assyriologist at the Yale LTniversity which holds 
the tablet. Payne, who is also a speeialist on the Eanna arehive (to which NBC 4897 
belongs), answered: 

“This seetion of the text is not at all damaged. As indieated by Nemet- 
Nejat’s eopy (JCS 46, 48) the signs are well preserved and alternate readings 
would require altering the text... I think Nadin-Ninurta ean be safely 
excluded.” (Email reeeived on November 14, 2008) 

As the reading LU- d $U, then, is elear, the only reasonable translation is “T'ah -Marduk”. 
None of the other 23 alternative readings listed by Furuli is possible. Interestingly, Furuli’s 
list does not include “the only really possible alternative reading of LU- d $U, which is Amil- 
ili-shu, ‘man of his (personal) god’, a name well attested, but in Old Babylonian times. Sinee 
no Neo-Babylonian king by the name of Amil-ilishu is known, and there is a king Amil- 
Marduk, it is exceedingly unlikely that Amil-ilishu should be read here.” (Email from 
Professor Hermann Hunger dated November 11, 2008) 

Apart from these linguistic eonsiderations, a simple and natural explanation of the seemingly 
peculiar order of regnal years is elearly indieated by the context. 

What Furuli has not realized is that the addition of 104 animals in line 27 does not refer to 
another year’s inerease of animals due to breeding within the herd. It should be notieed that 
figures of animals paid for shearing, hides of dead animals, and wages paid, which are given 
for every year, are missing here. Instead, the reason for the adding of this number is stated 
to be that it represents “ineome \irbit\ from the month of Addarn [month XII], the aeeession 
year of Amél-Marduk.” This is the only plaee in the text where the word irbit (“ineome”) is 
used. 

As suggested by Stefan Zawadzki, the most lileely explanation for this extra augmentation of 
the floek stated to eome from the end of the previous year (aeeession year of Amél-Marduk) 
is that “the managers of the temple deeided, for reasons unknown to us, to inerease the herd 
by animals from other sources.” (Zawadzki, JCS 55, 2003, p. 103) These animals had to be 
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added to the herd at the next annual counting about a month or two later. The “Grand 
total” in the l st year of Amèl-Marduk, 566 animals, therefore, was inereased by this added 
group of 104 animals and reduced by the 5 animals paid for the shearing of the floek. This 
inereased the “Grand total” at the same oeeasion of counting to 665 animals as shown in 
the next line (line 28 on the tablet). 

This simple and natural explanation eliminates Furuli’s far-fetehed and untenable 
explanations about “unknown kings” in this period. 

The readings of the regnal year numbers 

As is shown by the drawings of Saek and van Driel/Nemet-Nejat, some of the year 
numbers on the tablet are not easily identified and have been read differently by these 
seholars. This is tme of the year numbers in lines 11, 14, 17, 20, 23, and 28. Therefore I 
wrote to the Yale Llniversity and asked if someone there could eollate the year numbers 
afresh. This was done by Elizabeth Payne who, in addition to her observations, also 
attaehed a photo of the right half of the tablet. The results of her eollations of the six lines 
mentioned above are shown in the fifth column in the table below. She finds that, “In eaeh 
instanee, the eopy of van Driel/Nemet-Nejat is more reliable” than that of Saek. — Email 
Payne-Jonsson, dated Oetober 29, 2008. 

The most reliable readings of the year numbers on the tablet are shown in column 6 of 
Table 2. The numbers shown for those read differently by Saek, van Driel/Nemet-Nejat, 
Zawadaki, and Furuh (those in hnes 11, 14, 17, 20, 23, and 28) are based on Ehsabeth 
Payne’s eollations of the original tablet. The reasons for the seleeted readings of those hnes 
are given below. 


Table 2: The readings of the year numbers on NBC 4897 


Line + king 

mentioned 

R. 

Saek 

Van 

Driel/Nemet- 

Nejat 

Rolf 

Furuli 

E. Payne’s 

eorreetions 

The best 

readings 

2 [Nbk ] 1 

37 

37 

30 - 7 (?) 


372 

5 

37 

37 

37 


372 

8 

38 

38 

38 


38 

11 

29 

38 ‘over erasure’ 

29 

38 

38 (?) 

14 

40 

41 

40 

40 or 41 

40 (?) 

17 

31 

41 

42 

41 

41 

20 

32 

42 

42 

42 

42 

23 

“ 

43 

No year 

[4] 3 

43 

26 AmM 

1 

1 

i 


1 

27 AmM 

0 

0 

0 , 

Another 

king? 


0 

28 

2 

1 

2 

1 ! 

1 

31 

2 

2 

2 


2 

34 Ngl 

1 

1 

1 


1 

37 Nbk-Ngl: 

37-1 

37-1 

37-1 


37-1 
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Note 1: Line 2 does not eontain the name of Nebuchadnezzar. That regnal years 
37^-3 refer to his reign is evident, however, because line 37 gives the following 
summary of the amount of goat hair acquired from shearing during all the ten years: 

“40 5/6 minas of goat hair from the 37* year of Nabu-kudurri-usur, king of 
Babylon until the l st year of Nergal-sarra-usur, king of Babylon.” 

Note 2: Lines 2 and 5 are both dated to year 37. But as argued by van 
Driel/Nemet-Nejat, line 2 shows the balanee brought forward from the previous 
year, i.e., the total number of sheep and goats (137) that had been entmsted the 
shepherd, “Nabu-ahhé-sullim, the deseendant of Nabu-sum-iskun,” in year 36. 
Zawadzld (p. 100) agrees: 

“Van Driel’s discussion of the accountant’s method of reekoning is eorreet. 

The starting point of eaeh subsequent account is the number of stoek in the 
herd speeified in the account for the previous year, from which the seribe 
subtracted ... the dead animals (ealled KLTS = maskn , ‘hides’), the animals 
given as wages ( idi ) and for shearing (referred to as ‘x animals ina gisg? in 
‘Grand total’).” 

To the remaining number were then added the lambs and ltids born during the 
previous year, resulting in the new “Grand total” in line 5, “176” (actual total as 
shown in Table 1: 174) at the beginning of year 37. (Zawadzki, pp. 102, 103) The 
birthing and shearing took plaee around the turn of the year, “in the months Adaru- 
Aiaru”, i.e., from month XII to month II, which “provided the opportunity to count 
the stoek” and pay the herdsmen “for the shearing after its eompletion.” (Zawadzki, 
p. 100, including note 7) 

The eollations of Elisabeth Payne 

Line 11 : Elisabeth Payne says that “the tablet reads MLT.38.KAM [year 38], as eopied.” 
Fumli elaims (p. 248) that van Driel/Nemet-Nejat’s drawing “seems to be MU.28.KAM 2 ,” 
but he is wrong. A elose look at the drawing shows three Winkelhaken, not just two, so they 
elearly read “38”, which agrees with the tablet as Payne points out. Saek reads “year 29”, 
which is adopted by Fumli, but this is wrong aeeording to Payne. 

Actually, we would have expected “year 39” in this line. Instead, the tablet seems to name 
two successive years “year 38”, while year 39 is omitted. The total number of years remains 
the same, of course. Interestingly, van Driel/Nemet-Nejat (p. 48) note in the margin of their 
drawing that year number “38” is “written over erasure”, which might indieate that it is an 
error for “39”. On the other hand, as the annual shearing and counting took plaee around 
the mrn of the year, it may have happened in some years that the shearing and counting 
took plaee twice, first early in the year as usual, and the next annual shearing and counting in 
the last month (Addam) of the sameyear instead of early next year (39). This may very well 
have been the ease here. 

Line 14 : Saek’s drawing elearly shows “year 40” at this plaee, while van Driel/Nemet-Nejat 
read “year 41”. In their drawing, however, the sign for “1” is not a normal wedge, as the 
vertieal line below the head is either too short or the wedge is mrned diagonally upwards 
toward the left. This is also seen on the photo of the tablet reeeived from Yale. Elisabeth 
Payne says: “The seribe elearly wrote MU.41.KAM, but there are traees of a possible 
erasure. It is unclear to me how this line should be read. Either is possible...” As the next 
year number in line 17 elearly is 41, the most logieal conclusion is that “40” is the eorreet 
reading here. This, in faet, is also how Rolf Fumli reads the number. (Furuli, pp. 248, 249) 

Line 17 : Saek has “year 31”, van Driel/Nemet-Nejat “year 41”, and Furuli “year 42”. Who is 
right? The original tablet, aeeording to Payne, has 41: “Year 41 is eorreet”. Saek’s and 
Furuli’s numbers, therefore, are both wrong. 

Line 20 : Saek has “year 32”, but Payne does not hesitate: “Year 42 is eorreet,” she says. Van 
Driel/Nemet-Nejat and Furuli agree. 
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Line 23 : The year number is damaged, but it would logieally be “43” as the next year is 
dated to the “l st year of Amèl-Marduk,” the successor of Nebuchadnezzar. Van 
Driel/Nemet-Nejat have “43” in their transliteration and translation, but suggest a possible 
“42” on page 54. Actually, the last part of the number, “3,” is still legible. Payne explains: 
“This line is, indeed, badly damaged, but there are legible traees. Read: P[AB.M]A.ME {87 
MLT.43.KAM} (erasure ... ) The text continues after the erasure as read by vD/NN. The ‘3 
UDU’ they have in this line, however, is NOT there — it is the +3.KAM from the date.” 
Thus “43” is undoubtedly the eorreet restoration of the original number. 

Line 28 : The year number on this line is read as “year 1” by van Driel, but Saek, followed by 
Fumli, reads “year 2”. Elizabeth Payne, who eollated the line on November 14, 2008, 
explains: 

“I would read this seetion of the text as ‘mu.l!.kam’, as there are traees of a 
seeond ‘tail.’ It is, however, markedly different from line 31, where there are 
elearly two vertieal wedges (mu.2.kam). In my opinion, the interpretation of 
vD [van Driel] and NN [Nemet-Nejat] is eorreet, but the eopy omits these 
traees.” 

In conclusion, the tablet obvkmsly gives an annual count of the herd, with no years missing. 
Fumli’s elaim (p. 248) that “we eannot know that the tablet represents accounts of 
successive years” is nothing but wishful thinking. That the tablet gives annual reports is also 
eonfimied by the calculations, as summarized in the Table 1 above. As the “Grand total” of 
the previous year is the same as the BF (balanee brought forward) of the next year during 
the whole ten-year period, it is impossible to add any “unknown kings” or “extra years” to 
the period. The BF — CF totals tie eaeh year direetly to the next year without break. Any 
insertion of “extra years” or “unknown kings” would immediately destroy these obvious 
eonneetions and require more annual inereases. 

This is also eonfirmed by the annual inerease of the herd. Fumli discusses this on page 257, 
but his calculation is invalid because he includes the 104 animals in line 27 in the annual 
inerease of the herd, while in faet it was added from an external source as shown above. 
Zawadzki, on the other hand, who takes this into eonsideration, finds that “the average 
yearly growth of the herd (excluding the addition of new animals in AmM 1) was about 
18%.” (Zawadzki, pp. 104,105) 

Thus the tablet NBC 4897 does show, elearly, that Nebuchadnezzar ruled for 43 years, and 
that his son and successor Amèl-Marduk ruled for 2 years and was succeeded by Neriglissar. 


Part V: Were there unknown Neo-Babylonian kings? 

[Note: The first edition of Rolf Furuli’s volume 2 was published in the autumn of 2007. 
Later in that year Part I of my eritieal review was published on this website. It was 
demonstrated that Furuk’s attempt (in ehapter 6 and Appendix C) to redate the lunar 
observations reeorded in the astronomieal diary VAT 4956 was untenable. Evidently due to 
my eritieism, Fumli rewrote parts of his discussion of VAT 4956 and quickly had a seeond 
revised edition of his book published in May, 2008. He even reelaimed eopies of the first 
edition he had sent out about that time, telling the reeipients that he would send them a 
eopy of the new edition. 

An examination of Furuli’s revisions, however, shows them to be just another failed 
attempt to get rid of the historieal reality as attested by VAT 4956. Very few ehanges were 
made in the rest of the book. Thus ehapter 4 that is discussed in this part of my review is 
the same in both editions, the only differenee being that ehapter 4 in the first edition is 
found on pages 65-87 while it is found two pages later, on pages 67-89, in the seeond 
edition. The page referenees below are to pages in the first edition.] 

As stated in Part III of this review, there are only two ways of extending the Neo- 
Babylonian period to include the 20 extra years required by the Watchtower Soeiety’s 
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ehronology and thus also by Rolf Furuli’s so-ealled “Oslo Chronology”: (1) Either the 
known Neo-Babylonian kings ruled longer than indieated by Berossus, the Royal Canon 
(often misnamed “Ptolemy’s Canon”), and the Neo-Babylonian cuneiform documents, or 
(2) there were other, unknown kings who belonged to the Neo-Babylonian period in 
addition to those established by these aneient sources. The first option was discussed and 
refuted in Part III of this review. The seeond alternative will be examined here. 

In ehapter 4 of his book (pages 65-87) Fumli presents “twelve possible Neo-Babylonian 
kings,” some of whom he suggests may have ruled somewhere between the reigns of 
Nebuchadnezzar and Nabonidus. This, he feels, would open up for the possibility that their 
eombined lengths of reign could move the reign of Nebuchadnezzar 20 years backwards in 
time, as required by his Oslo version of the Watchtower Soeiety’s “Bible ehronology”. The 
names of these “possible [additional] Neo-Babylonian kings” are: 


(1) Sin-sarra-iskun 

(7) A king before Nabunaid 
and his son 

(2) Sin-sumu-lisir 

(8) Mar-sarri-us,ur 

(3) Assur-etel-ilàni 

(9) Ayadara 

(4) Nadin-Ninurta(before 
Neriglissar) 

(10) Marduk-sar-us,ur 

(5) Bel-sum-iskun (father of 
Neriglissar) 

(11) Nebuchadnezzar, son 
of Nebuchadnezzar 

(6) Nabu-salim 

(12) Nebuchadnezzar, son 
of Nabunaid 


The kings that Furuli suggests may have ruled as Babylonian kings during the Neo- 
Babylonian period will be discussed one by one. In order to move the reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar backwards it is important for the Watchtower Soeiety and its Oslo 
apologist to have the supposed extra kings rnling <t/?«rNebuchadnezzar. It would not be of 
any help for them to plaee them as Babylonian kings before the reign of Nebuchadnezzar or 
before the reign of his father Nabopolassar. 

(1) “Sin-sarra-iskun”, (2) “Sin-sumu-lisir”, and (3) “Assur-etel-ilàni” 

The three Assyrian kings Sin-sarra-iskun, Sin-sumu-lisir, and Assur-etel-ilàni are well-known 
to authoriries on Assyro-Babylonian history. Assur-etel-ilàni and Sin-sarra-iskun were both 
sons and successors of Assurbanipal, and Sin-sumu-lisir was a high offieial at the Assyrian 
court whom Assurbanipal had appointed as mtor or mentor of Assur-etel-ilàni, 
Assurbanipal’s heir and immediate successor to the Assyrian throne. This is information 
given by cuneiform texts from this period. The strange thing is that Furuli does not mention 
any of these faets! He does state on page 65 that the three kings are “believed to have mled 
in Assyria after Sennaeherib” (704-681 BCE). But he does not explain that they aemally 
ruled after the,grandson of Sennaeherib, i.e., after Assurbanipal (668-627 BCE). 

Arguing that these three kings in reality may have ruled in Babylonia after the Neo-Balylonian 
king Nebnehadne^ar (604-562 BCE), Fumli first elaims that they were not Assyrian but 
Babylonian kings. On page 66 he states that “the dated tablets show that they were kings in 
Babylon (not Assyria) for 7 years, 4 years, and 1 year respeerively.” On page 65 he says: 

“The data regarding these kings show that they reigned at least 7, 1, and 4 
years respeerively, but the tablets dated in their reigns show that they were 
Babjlonian kings. This is problematie from the point of view of the traditional 
ehronology, because there is no room for these reigns, even if there was 
some kind of eoregeney.” (Furuli, p. 65) 

By elaiming that these kings were Babylonian and not Assyrian kings Furuli ereates a problem 
that does not exist: If they were Babylonian kings, they eannot have ruled in Babylonia at 
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the same time as Nabopolassar, but must have reigned in Babylonia before this king. The 
problem ereated by this conclusion is that there is “no room” for their reigns of 7+4+1 
years between Kandalanu and Nabopolassar. (Furuli, p. 66) This paves the way for Fumli’s 
idea that they may have ruled after Nebuchadnezzar: 

“On the basis of the problems of fìnding room for these kings before 
Nabopolassar, we may ask whether one or more of these kings ruled 
Babylon during the years where we eompletely laek historieal data, namely, 
after Nebuchadnezzar and before Nabunaid. In other words, ean any of 
these kings fill a part of the possible gap of twenty years in the Neo- 
Babylonian Empire?” (Furuli, p. 67) 

The statement that we “eompletely laek historieal data” from the period between the reigns 
of Nebuchadnezzar and Nabonidus is false. Chronology belongs to the “historieal data” as 
it is the very “baek-bone of history,” and the ehronology of this period is eompletely 
known. There are also other historieal data from this period. A Babylonian Chronicle, BM 
25124 (= Chronicle 6 in A. K. Grayson’s Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, Eisenbrauns 2000 
reprint of the 1975 edition) gives informarion about a eampaign by Neriglissar in his third 
year. Some of Nabonidus’ inseriptions also give informarion about his predeeessors. (Paul- 
Alain Beaulieu, The Reign ofNabonidns, Kàng ofBabylon 556-539 B.C., New Haven and London: 
Yale LTniversity Press, 1989, pp. 21, 84-97, 106, 110-111, 123-125) Further, Berossus, who is 
known to have used sources from the Neo-Babylonian period, gives both ehronologieal and 
historieal information about the four kings who succeeded Nebuchadnezzar: Amel-Marduk, 
Neriglissar, Labashi-Marduk, and Nabonidus. - See Stanley Mayer Burstein, The 
Babyloniaea ofBerossns (Malibu: LTndena Publications, 1978), p. 28. 

I Vere Sin-sarra-isknn, Sin-snmn-lisir, and Assnr-etel-ildni Babylonian kings, reallyì 

The elaim that Assur-etel-ilàni, Sin-sarra-iskun, and Sin-sumu-lisir were Babylonian kings, not 
Assyrian, is demonstrably false. Contemporary sources prove that all of them were Assyrian 
kings, who after the death of Kandalanu in 627 BCE attempted to retain the Assyrian 
eontrol over Babylonia and crush the revolt of the Chaldean general Nabopolassar. Dr. 
Grant Frame explains: 

“To the best of my knowledge, of these four eontenders for eontrol of 
Babylonia only Nabopolassar ever used the title ‘king of Babylon’ or ‘king of 
the land of Sumer and Akkad,’ or was ealled ‘king of Babylon’ in the date 
formulae of Babylonian eeonomie texts. In these eeonomie texts, Assur-etil- 
ilàni, Sin-sumu-lisir, and Sin-sarra-iskun were ealled either ‘king of Assyria,’ 

‘king of (all) lands,’ ‘king of the world,’ or simply ‘king.’ The Babylonian 
seribes obviously wished to avoid stating that any of these three was a tme 
king of Babylonia.” — G. Frame, Babylonia 689-627 B.C. (Leiden: Nederlands 
Historiseh-Arehaeologiseh Instituut, 1992), p. 213. 

In a more reeent work Grant Frame gives the following information about eaeh of the three 
Assyrian kings: 

Assur-etel-ilàni: 

“Assurbanipal was succeeded as ruler of Assyria by his son Assur-etel-ilàni 
(or Assur-etelli-ilàni). No inseription ever ealls Assur-etel-ilàni ‘king of 
Babylon,’ ‘vieeroy of Babylon,’ or ‘king of the land of Sumer and Akkad,’ nor 
is he included in the various lists of rnlers of Babylonia, which put Sin-sumu- 
lisir or Nabopolassar after Kandalanu. However, a number of royal 
inseriptions of Assur-etel-ilàni do eome from Babylonia and deseribe aetions 
in that land and thus these must be included here. Over ten eeonomie texts 
dated by his regnal years as ‘king of Assyria’ or ‘king of the lands’ eome from 
Nippur and these attest to his aeeession, first, seeond, third, and fourth 
years.” — Grant Frame, Rj/lers ofBabylonia. From the Seeond Dynasty oflsin to the 
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End of Assyrian Domination (1157-612 BC) (Toronto, Buffalo, London: 
University of Toronto Press, 1995), p. 261. 

As an example, tablet VAT 13142 ealls Assur-etel-ilàni “king of the world (and) king of 
Assyria, son of Ashurbanipal, king of the world (and) king of Assyria.” (Frame, 1995, p. 264) 

Sin-sarra-iskun: 

“The last Assyrian king to exercise any eontrol over at least part of Babylonia 
was Sin-sarra-iskun, a son of Ashurbanipal. Exacdy when he beeame mler of 
Assyria and when he held authority in Babylonia is unclear, but his reign 
over Assyria ended in 612 BC. Only the LTruk King List includes him among 
the rnlers of Babylonia, assigning the year following the reign of Kandalanu 
and preeeding the reign of Nabopolassar (626 BC) to Sin-sumu-lisir and Sin- 
sarra-iskun joindy (Grayson, RLA 6/1-2 [1980] p. 97 obverse 4'-5'). No 
known inseription gives him the title ‘king of Babylon,’ ‘vieeroy of Babylon,’ 
or ‘king of the land of Sumer and Akkad.’ ... 

No Babylonian royal inseriptions of Sin-sarra-iskun are attested and his 
Assyrian inseriptions will be edited elsewhere in the RIM series [The Royal 
inseriptions of Mesopotamia] (as A.0.116). Approximately 60 eeonomie texts 
were dated by his regnal years in Babylonia. These indieate that he eontrolled 
Babylon, Nippur, Sippar, and Llruk; the earliest texts eome from his 
aeeession year and the latest from his seventh year. None of these eeonomie 
texts, however, gives him the tide ‘king of Babylon’; he is ealled instead ‘king 
of Assyria,’ ‘king of the lands,’ and ‘king of the world.” (Frame, 1995, p. 270) 

It should be added that, although Nabopolassar’s revolt was successful, it took some years 
before he had attained eontrol over all eities of Babylonia. A few Babylonian eiries remained 
under Assyrian eontrol for a few years after the aeeession of Nabopolassar to the 
Babylonian throne. 

Sin-sumu-lisir: 

“No royal inseriptions of Sin-sumu-lisir are attested from Babylonia. At least 
seven Babylonian eeonomie texts (including four from Babylon and one 
from Nippur) are dated by his aeeession year. In these he is either given no 
titie, or ealled ‘king of Assyria’ or simply ‘king.’” (Frame, 1995, p. 269) 

The legible dates on the tablets dated to Sin-sumu-lisir are only from months III and V of 
his aeeession year. The LTruk King List gives the “kingless” year after the death of 
Kandalanu in 627 BCE (the last tablet before his death is dated in month III, i.e., May/June) 
to “Sin-sumu-lisir and Sin-sarra-iskun” jointly, undoubtedly because both were fighting for 
retaining Assyrian eontrol of Babylonia this year (626 BCE). Whether both also were kings in 
this year is another question. It is known from eontemporary cuneiform inseriptions that 
Assur-etel-ilàni, not Sin-sarra-iskun, was the immediate successor of Assurbanipal. This 
information is provided by a cuneiform tablet designated KAV 182 IV. - Joan Oates, 
“Assyrian Chronology, 631-612 B.C.,” Iraq, Vol. XXVII (1965), p. 135. 

Not only the Adad-gnppi’ inseription ( Nabon. No. 24; see C. O. Jonsson, The Gentile Times 
Keeonsidered, 4 th edition [heneeforth GTR4], Atlanta: Commentary Press, 2004, pp. 113-116) 
but also Berossus state that Assurbanipal ruled for 42 years. When his brother Shamash- 
shum-ukin (Berossus: Samoges), Assyria’s vassal king in Babylonia, died in Assurbanipal’s 21 st 
year (648 BCE), Assurbanipal (Berossus: Sardanapallos ) “mled over the Chaldeans for 21 
years.” (Burstein, op. eit., p. 25) This would indieate that Assurbanipal during the last 21 years 
of his reign ruled both Assyria and Babylonia, in Assyria as Assurbanipal and in Babylonia 
under the throne name Kandalam. This is a view shared by a number of modern historians. 
His last regnal year, then, was 627 BCE and the first regnal year of his son and successor 
Assur-etel-ilàni was 626/625 BCE. As the last tablet from his reign is dated to month VIII, 
day 1, of his 4 th year, the aeeession year of his brother Sin-sarra-iskun should fall in 623 
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BCE aeeording to this ehronology. 

Two tablets from the reign of Sin-sarra-iskun and one or perhaps two from the reign of Sin- 
sumu-lisir are from Babylon. It is to be noted, however, that all of them are dated only in 
their aeeession years. This, too, would support the conclusion that Sin-sarra-iskun’s aeeession 
year fell in 623 BCE, because the Babylonian Chronicle BM 25127 (= Chronicle 2 in A. K. 
Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles [ABC], New York: J.J. Augustin Publisher, 1975; 
reprinted by Eisenbrauns in 2000, pp. 87-90) mentions a “rebel 1-dng” in the third year of 
Nabopolassar (623/622 BCE) who ruled for “one hundred days”. For a brief period in that 
year, therefore, Nabopolassar seems to have lost eontrol over the eapital. The “rebel king” 
may have been Sin-sarra-iskun. 

With respeet to Sin-sumu-lisir, prosopographieal evidenee strongly indieates that his brief 
reign of about three months fell in 626 BCE, before Nabopolassar’s enthronement in 
Babylon. — Roeío Da-Riva, “Sippar in the Reign of Sin-sum-lisir (626 BC),” Altorientalisehe 
Forsehnngen, Band 28, 2001, pp. 53-57. 

The three kings discussed above were demonstrably kings of Assyria, not of Babylonia. This 
eannot be ehanged by the faet that Assyria continued to retain eontrol over a few 
Babylonian eities during the first years of the reign of Nabopolassar. There is absolutely no 
reason for trying to find room for the reigns of these three kings among the Neo- 
Babylonian rnlers, neither before Nabopolassar nor after the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, as 
Furuli elaims. They belonged to the Assyrian kingdom. As that kingdom continued to exist 
for seventeen years after Nabopolassar’s conquest of Babylon in 626 BCE, there was 
enough room for their rule as Assyrian kings during the final stage of Assyria’s existence. 
Fumli’s emphatie elaim that “we have three kings who reigned over Babylonia for at least 11 
years who eannot be fitted into the traditional ehronology of Babylonia” is eompletely 
groundless. (Furuli, p. 70) The Assyrian rnlers during the final stage of Assyria were 
eontemporay with the Babylonian ruler Nabopolassar. 

This is also eonfirmed by the Babylonian Chronicle BM 21901, which eovers the period 
from the 10* year of Nabopolassar until his 18th year (616/15-608/607 BCE). The 
ehroniele deseribes the conquest and destmetion of Nineveh, the Assyrian eapital, in the 
14* year of Nabopolassar and states: “At that time Sin-sharra-ishkun, king of Assyria, \diec\ 
- Grayson’s ABC (1975, 2000), Chronicle 3: 44, p. 94. 

Thus Sin-sarra-iskun was still “king of Assyria” in the 14* year of Nabopolassar! How, then, 
ean it be elaimed that he was a Babylonian king and that his reign, therefore, has to be plaeed 
before that of Nabopolassar, and, because there is no room for him there, it has to be plaeed 
after the reign of Nebuchadnezzar? The whole idea is preposterous and bears witness to an 
astounding historieal ignoranee on the part of Rolf Fumli. 

The same ehroniele (BM 21901) goes on to tell that after Sin-sarra-iskun’s defeat at the fall 
of Nineveh (in 612 BCE) he was succeeded by Ashur-uballit, who “aseended the throne in 
[the Assyrian provineial eapital] Harran to rule Assyria.” There he was finally defeated in the 
17* year of Nabopolassar (609 BCE), and with that Assyria eeased to exist. From then on 
Babylonia was in possession of the hegemony in the Near East. - Grayson, ABC (1975, 
2000), Chronicle 3: 49-75, pp. 94-96. 

In my discussion of the attempts by seholars to reeonstmet the final stage of Assyrian 
history and the reigns of its mlers, I briefly deseribed the solution of the problems presented 
by Joan Oates in Iraq, Vol. XXVII (1965), pointing out that it had been aeeepted by some 
other seholars as “most probably the eorreet one.” ( The Gentile Times Reeonsidered, 4* ed. 
[hereafter GTR4], Adanta: Commentary Press, 2004, p. 331) In her more reeent ehapter on 
“The Fall of Assyria (635-609 B.C.)” in The Cambridge Aneient Histoy (2 nd ed., Vol. 111:2, 
Cambridge LTniversity Press, 1991, pp. 162-193) Oates onee again develops her solurion of 
the problems and also adds some new information in support of it. 
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The dmndling extent ofAssyrian eontrol ofBabylonia afterthe aeeession ofNabopo/assar 

Furuli’s deseription of the extension of the Assyrian eontrol of Babylonia after the aeeession 
of Nabopolassar is false. He elaims that “Sin-sarra-iskun reigned over a great part of, or the 
whole of Babylonia during his 7 or more years of reign”, and that “the eontraet tablets show 
that he was mler over all Babylonia during his 7 or more years.” (Furuli, p. 69) 

On pages 65 and 66 Furuli states: 

“Of the 57 tablets dated to Sin-sarra-iskun, 22 are from Nippur (eentral 
Babylonia), 2 from Babylon (in the northeast), 9 from Uruk (in the south), 5 
from Sippar (eentral Babylonia), 1 from Kàr Assur, and 18 are without the 
name of the eity.” 

This makes five eiries, two of which were not even Babylonian eities. Strangely, Fumli 
reekons the laek o/ eity names on some tablets as a sixth eity, stating on page 67 that “tablets 
from six Babylonian eities are dated in the reign of Sin-sarra-iskun.” 

Of the five eiries eontrolled by Assyria after Nabopolassar’s aeeession in Babylon in 626, 
only three were unquestionably Babylonian eities. KdrAIsnr, which was situated north-east of 
Babylonia, had been eonstmeted by Assyria in the eighth eenrnry BCE. In his first eampaign 
in 745 BCE the Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser III is stated to have brought eaptives from 
eities in eastern Babylonia and resettled them in Kàr Assur. — A. K. Grayson in The 
Cambridge Andent Histoy, 2 nd ed., Vol. 111:2 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 

p. 81. 

Nippnr eame under Assurbanipal’s eontrol at the end of 651 BCE during the revolt of his 
brother Samas-sum-uldn. It remained an Assyrian eity during the rest of Assurbanipal’s 
reign as shown by documents from Nippur dated by his name, while tablets from other 
Babylonian eities were dated by the name of Kandalanu during the same period. Dr. Stefan 
Zawadzld explains: 

“Consequently, regardless of whether we aeeept the identity of Ashurbanipal 
and Kandalanu or not, the dates elearly indieate that Nippur was not 
under Babylonian eontrol but direetly under Assyrian 
administration This simation prevailed later also: Assur-etel-ilàni dates 
on business documents eome exclusively from Nippur. Lastly, Nippur 
remained for the longest (along with Llruk and Kar-Assur) in the hands of 
the [next to] last Assyrian king, Sin-sar-iskun. This has led seholars to 
conjecture that Nippur could have been the site of a powerful Assyrian 
garnison established there with the aim of wielding eontrol over eentral 
Babylonia. Thus, during the period from Ashurbanipal assumption (with an 
intermission of 660-651) until the end of Assyrian presenee in Babylonia, 

Nippur was eonsidered to be [an] almost integral part of Assyria. 
Therefore, the faet that documents there were dated under Ashurbanipal’s 
name eannot stand in the way of identifying him as Kandalanu.” — Stefan 
Zawadzki, The Fall of Assyria and Median-Babylonian Relations in the Tight of the 
Nabopolassar Chronicle (Poznan: Adam Mickiewicz LTniversity Press, 1988), p. 

59. (Emphasis by S. Zawadzki; ef. also the discussion by Steven W. Cole, 

Nippnr in Tate Assyrian Times, e. 755-612 BC. Vol. IV in the State Arehives of 
Assyria Stndies, LTniversity of Helsinki, 1996, pp. 78-83.) 

Fumli’s elaim (p. 69) that Sin-sarra-iskun was ruler over most or all of Babylonia, then, is 
false. Only a few of the many eities in Babylonia remained under Assyrian eontrol for a brief 
period after the aeeession of Nabopolassar. Aeeording to the eeonomie tablets, Sin-sarra- 
islmn’s eontrol over the eity of Babylon is limited only to a part of his aeeession year. His 
eontrol over Sippar is dated only until the beginning of his 3 rd year. His eontrol over Nippur 
(which, although simated in southern Babylonia, in this period was an Assyrian eity as 
shown above) lasted until his 6 th year, while his eontrol over LTruk is dated in his aeeession 
year and in his years 6 and 7. After that Nabopolassar had full eontrol over all Babylonia and 



538 THE GENTILE TIMES RECONSIDERED 



Furuli’s Seeond Book 539 


could start to attaek Assyria proper in the north. — J. A. Brinkman and D. A. Kennedy, 
“Documentary Evidenee for the Eeonomie Base of Early Neo-Babylonian Soeiety,” in 
]oumal of Cuneiform Stndies, Vol. 35/1-2 (1983), pp. 52-59. 

(4) “Nadin-Ninurta (before Neriglissar)” 

On pages 77-78 Fumli suggests that a king named ‘751adin-Ninurta” may have ruled in the 
period after Nebuchadnezzar and before Neriglissar. This idea is based upon Fumli’s 
discussion of the Neo-Babylonian “ledger” NBC 4897 in his Appendix A (pp. 247-257 in 
the 2007 edition; 251-262 in the 2008 edition). As this ledger has already been discussed in 
Part IV of my review and the idea that line 26 may refer to some other king than Amél- 
Marduk was thoroughly refuted, there is no need to repeat that discussion here. The elaim 
that the signs for the royal name in line 26 of the ledger, transliterated LU- d SU, ean be read 
in many different ways and refer to at least 24 different royal names is unfounded and false. 
See Part IV, seetion “Does the tablet indieate another king between Nebuchadnezzar and 
Amèl-MardukP’ ’ 

(5) “Belsumiskun, king of Babylon” 

On page 80 Fumli mentions another four “possible unknown Neo-Babylonian kings,” the 
last of which is Belsumiskun, the father of Neriglissar. Furuli refers to one of the Neo- 
Babylonian royal inseriptions translated by Stephen Langdon, which he quotes as saying: 

“I am the son of Bel-sum-iskun, king of Babylon.” 

The seeond volume of Langdon’s work on the Neo-Babylonian royal inseriptions, however, 
which included the inseriptions from the reign of Neriglissar, was never published in 
English. The manuscript was translated into German by Rudolf Zehnphund and published 
under the title Die nenbabylonisehen Koniginsehriften (Leipzig 1912). The inseription that is 
supposed to give Belsumiskun the title “king of Babylon” is listed as “Neriglissar Nr. 1”. 
The original Akkadian text as transliterated by Langdon reads in Col. I, line 14 (pp. 210, 
211 ): 

“már Iilu bèl-sum-iskun sar bábili ld a-na-ku” 


This is verbatim translated into German as, 

“der Sohn des Belsumiskun, des Kònigs von Babylon, bin ieh,” 

A literal translation of this into English would be “the son of Belsumiskun, the lting of 
Babylon, am I,” rather than “I am the son of Bel-sum-iskun, king of Babylon.” 

This is probably also what was written in Langdon’s English manuscript. In W. H. Lane’s 
book Habyloman Problems (London, 1923), which has an introduction by Professor S. 
Langdon, a number of the translations of the Neo-Babylonian inseriptions is published in 
Appendix 2 (pp. 177-195). They are said to be taken from the work, “Building inseriptions 
of the Neo-Babylonian Empire, by STEPHEN LANGDON, translated by E. M. 
LAMOND.” The last of these royal inseriptions is “Neriglissar I” (pp. 194, 195). Line 14 of 
the text says (p. 194): 

“the son of Belsumiskun, King of Babylon, am I.” 

It is obvious that this statement may be understood in two ways. Either the phrase “King of 
Babylon” refers baek to Belsumiskun as king or it refers to Neriglissar himself. As no 
eontraet tablets have been found that are dated to Belsumiskun as king of Babylon, the 
statement is most lileely a referenee to Neriglissar. Do we know anything about 
Belsumiskun, more than that he was the father of Neriglissar? 

It is known that Neriglissar, before he beeame king, was a well-known businessman, and in 
several business tablets he is referred to as “Neriglissar, the son of Belsumiskin.” In none of 
these tablets is Belsumiskun stated to be, or to have been, king of Babylon. 

It is important to notiee that Neriglissar mentions his father in another building inseription, 
“Neriglissar Nr. 2,” not as king but as “the wise prinee.” The same title is also given him on 
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a damaged elay eylinder kept in St. Lemis Dbrary. — S. Langdon, (1912), pp. 214, 215; J. A. 
Brinkman, Alter Orient nnd Altes Testament, Vol. 25 (1976), pp. 41-50. 

If Belsumiskun really was, or had been, a king, why would he be degraded to the role of a 
prinee, even by his own son? 

Aetaally, the real posirion of this Belsumiskun is known. The so-ealled “Court List,” a prism 
found in the western extension of Nebuchadnezzar’s new palaee, menrions eleven distriet 
offieials of Babylonia. One of them is Belsumiskun, who is there deseribed as the “prinee” 
or governor over “Puqudu,” a distriet in the north-eastern part of Babylonia. The offieials 
on the “Court List” held their posirions during the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. — Eekhard 
LTnger, Babylon (1931), p. 291; D. J. Wiseman, Nebnehadre^yar and Babylon (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1985), pp. 62, 73-75. 

So why should Neriglissar in one of his royal inseriptions eall his father “King of Babylon,” 
when he had never occupied that posirion, and is denied that title in all other texts that 
mention him? If Furuli’s quotation, as translated from German, had been eorreet, a possible 
explanation could have been that Neriglissar, who had usurped the Babylonian throne in a 
eoip d’état, attempted to justify his course of aetion by elaiming royal deseent. In the 
inseription where Neriglissar seems to be ealling his father “the wise prinee” (“Neriglissar 
Nr. 2”), this title is followed by other epithets: “the hero, the perfeet, mighty wall that 
eelipses the outlook of the country.” If this deseription really refers to Belsumiskun and not 
to Neriglissar himself (the text is somewhat ambiguous), it would refleet a tendeney to 
glorify the deseent of Neriglissar. But to state in a royal inseription that Belsumiskun had 
been “King of Babylon” would have been foolish, as everyone in Babylonia would know 
that the elaim was false. 

It is true that P.-R. Berger in his work Die nenbabylonisehen Kbnigsinsehriften (1973), in which the 
inseription “Neriglissar I” is designated ”Ngl Zyl. II, 3,” says the following on page 77 about 
the titie in Col. I, line 14: 

”In Zylinder II, 3 sehliesslieh steht hinter dem Vaternamen der Kònigstitel 
b. Naeh dem bisher iibliehen Inschriftsbrauch wàren es Aussagen iiber den 
Vater und nieht den Autor. Dafiir wiirde auch die wenigstens graphiseh 
pràteritale Verbalform des Relativsatzes spreehen.” 

Translation: 

“In Cylinder II, 3, finally, the royal title b. [‘King of Babylon’] stands behind 
the name of the father. Aeeording to the use in inseriptions eommon so far, 
this would be statements about the father and not about the author. The 
graphie preterite verbal form of the relative clause, at least, would also speak 
in support of this.” 

However, it is quite elear that the phrase in Akkadian is ambiguous. This is shown, for 
example, by J. M. Rodwell, who in an artiele in the work, Reeords of the Pasf, Vol. V (London, 
1892), translated the phrase without the seeond eomma sign (cuneiform, of course, did not 
use eomma signs at all), so that the title “king of Babylon” is natarally given to Neriglissar: 
“son of BEL-SUM-ISKUN, King of Babylon am I”. (Page 139) 

Modern experts on cuneiform agree that this translation is just as possible as the other one. 
One of my eorrespondents sent a question to Dr. Jonathan Taylor at the British Museum 
about this matter. In an email dated Oetober 25, 2006, Dr. Taylor answered: 
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“Dear .. .., 

While one might expect the royal tide to refer here to the father — note also 
that Neriglissar refers to himself as king only a few lines earlier — it is not 
impossible that the tide refers to Neriglissar. It is not unknown for rnlers to 
conclude a paragraph with an affirmation of their kingship. ... 

Jon 

(Jon Taylor)” 

The same eorrespondent also wrote to Miehael Jursa, another well-known Assyriologist and 
speeialist on cuneiform and the Akkadian language. In an email dated Oetober 23, 2006 he 
explained: 

“Dear Mr. —, 

the Akkadian is indeed ambiguous. If one wanted one could take ‘king of 
Bfabylon]’ as referring to the preeeding name, i.e. to Neriglissar’s father, 
rather than to Neriglissar himself. But the other explanation (i.e. the king is 
Neriglissar) is just as good, and we know of course that it is eorreet: 

the passage means ‘I am Njeriglissar], son of BSHI [Belsumiskun], the king 
of Babylon’ - or in German where this is elearer because of the ease endings 
— ‘ieh bin N, der Sohn des BSHI, der Kònig von Babylon’. It is more a 
problem of English language that a literal translation which preserves the 
word order of the original Akkadian makes BSHI a king, rather than his son. 

In Akkadian, this is not so. I am surprised that Langdon should have got it 
wrong — possibly the work of an uninformed translator who misunderstood 
the English original. 

Yours sineerely, 

Miehael Jursa” 

Belsumiskun, then, was never a Neo-Babylonian king. No documents of any ltind have been 
found that are dated to his reign. In the politieally neutral eeonomie tablets he is never ealled 
a king, and Neriglissar himself ealls him “prinee”, which was evidently the eorreet title of 
Belsumiskun. The elaim that Neriglissar onee, in one of his boastftil building inseriptions, 
ealls him “lting of Babylon,” seems elearly to be based on a mistranslation. 

(6) “Nabu-salim” 

Another “unknown king” that Furuli believes may have ruled during the Neo-Babylonian 
period somewhere after Nebuchadnezzar is named “Nabti-salim,” or “Nabu-usallim” as his 
name is usually spelled. In note 113 on page 78 Furuli refers to a tablet held at The 
Birmingham Museum and Art Gallery designated “1982.A.1749”. This referenee is wrong. 
The eorreet designation is “1982.A.1772”. A eopy, transliteration and translation of the 
tablet is published in an artiele by Dr. Miehael Jursa, “Neu- und spàtbabylonisehe Texte aus 
den Sammlungen der Birmingham Museums and Art Gallery,” lraq, Vol. LIX (1997), pp. 97- 
174. The tablet on which the name Nabu-usallim appears is No. 47 of the 63 tablets 
presented by Miehael Jursa in the artiele. 

As Furuli explains, the tablet “is dated to ud.8.kam mu.4.kam id AG-GI, which is translated ‘8 
Elulu, year 4, Nabtinaid.’ However, regarding the signs id AG-GI, Jursa eomments: ‘An error 
for id AG-I.” The signs for id AG-I mean “Nabonidus,” while the signs for “ id AG-GI” mean 
“Nabti-usallim.” Thus it would seem that the tablet is dated to the 4 th year of an unknown 
king named Nabti-usallim. 

What Furuli does not tell his readers, however, is that the name Nabti-usallim appears at 
three plaees on the tablet, in lines 2, 4, and 16, and that it is only in line 16 it is used of the 
king. Lines 1-4, with the other two occurrences of the name, read (in translation from 
German): 
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“Three and a half shekels of silver from the ilkn-àebt of Nabu-usallim have 
Nabu-taklak and Palitu, the wife of Bèl-usallum, reeeived from Nabu- 
usallim.” 

Nabu-usallim was, in faet, a well-known businessman during the Neo-Babylonian period. 
(He is not to be eonfbsed with an earlier businessman by the same name, see Hermann 
Hunger, “Das Arehiv des Nabu- LTsallim,” Baghdader Mitteilmgen, Band 5, 1970, pp. 193- 
304). His name appears regularly in business eontraets from the 40 th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar until the 7* year of Nabonidus. - Cornelia Wunsch, Die \Jrkunden des 
babylonisehen Gesehaftsmamies Iddin-Mardnk, Vol. I (Groningen: STYX Publications, 1993), pp. 
27, 28. 

In view of this, Furuli’s elaim that Nabu-usallim may have been a king “for at least 4 years” 
- which, of course, he must plaee in the period between Nebuchadnezzar and Nabonidus - 
is refuted by the business documents, which present him only as a businessman during all 
these years and even longer. 

So what about id AG-GI instead of id AG-I in line 16 on the tablet? As Fumli points out, the 
elose similarity between the two names appears only in the transliterated forms, not in the 
Akkadian (the cuneiform signs for Nabu-usallim and Nabti-nà’id): 

We should remember that although gi and i have some resemblanee in 
English, that is not the ease in Akkadian. In the name of the king, gi and i are 
not letters or syllables but logograms. Thus they represent two different 
words.’ (Furuli, p. 80) 

This is tme of the latter part of the names. But the first part of the names, ‘Nabti-’, is 
identieal in cuneiform. It is not so strange, therefore, that the seribe, on beginning to write 
the signs for ‘Nabti-nà’id’ in line 16, inadvertently happened to repeat the name he had just 
written twice earlier in the text, ‘Nabti-nsallim.’ This ltind of error, ealled dittographj, is a 
eommon one. Obviously, the king intended was Nabonidus, as also Jursa rightly points out 
in his note on page 128 of his artiele. 

(7) “A king before Nabunaid and his son” 

On pages 76, 77 of his book Fumli believes he has found another “unnamed king” who may 
have ruled between Nebuchadnezzar and Nabonidus. He feels he has found this new king 
on a tablet at the British Museum known as “The Dynastie Propheey.” Its museum number 
is 40623. The tablet is translated and discussed by A. K. Grayson on pages 24-37 of his 
work Babjlonian Historieal-IJteraiy Texfs (Toronto and Buffalo: LTniversity of Toronto Press, 
1975. On page 24 Grayson deseribes the eontents and state of the tablet as follows: 

“It is a deseription, in prophetie terms, of the rise and fall of dynasties or 
empires, including the fall of Assyria and rise of Babylonia, the fall of 
Babylonia and rise of Persia, the fall of Persia and the rise of the Hellenistie 
monarehies. Although as in other propheeies no names of kings are given, 
there are enough circumstantial details to identify the periods deseribed. ... 

“The main tablet appears to have had an introductory seetion (i 1-6) of 
which only a few traees are preserved. After a horizontal line the first 
‘propheey’ appears (i 7-25). Although only the ends of lines are preserved, it 
is elear that this seetion eontained a deseription of the fall of Assyria and the 
rise of the Chaldaean dynasty.” 

This seetion ends with a horizontal line, which Furuli elaims (page 77) marks the end of the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar II. There is no evidenee of this. As Grayson points out (page 24), 
the various details given “suit admirably for the reign of Nabopolassar.” 

The first three lines of the next seetion in column ii are damaged and illegible, but lines 4-10, 
quoted by Furuli, give the following information (the words within braekets are suggested 
restorations by Grayson, but the horizontal line after line 10 is on the tablet): 
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4. willgo npfrom [ .] 

5. will overthrow [.] 

6. For three years [he will exercise sovereignty] 

7. Borders and ... [.] 

8. For his people he will [.] 

9. After his (death) his son will [aseend] the throne ([•••]) 

10. (But) he will not [be master of the land[. 


Grayson argues (pp. 24, 25) that, “Sinee the following seetion (ii 11-16) is elearly about 
Nabonidus, this paragraph must eoneern some period after the reign of Nabopolassar and 
before Nabonidus.” As he goes on to note, the preserved information in lines 6-10 seems to 
refer to Neriglissar and his son and successor Labashi-Marduk. That Nebuchadnezzar and 
his son Amel-Marduk (Evil-Merodaeh) are left out is understandable, as the “propheeies” 
focus on the rise and fall of dynasties and empires and therefore do not deal with all reigns. 
With respeet to the “three years” in line 6, Grayson adds in footnote 3 on page 25: “Perhaps 
one should restore ‘(and) eight months’ in the break.” In that ease line 6 would originally 
have read: “For three years [and 8 months he will exercise sovereignty].” 

Fumli’s eomment on this is that, “We see that Grayson adds words and translates in 
aeeordanee with the traditional ehronology.” (Furuli, p. 76) He is wrong. In the traditional 
ehronology (as for example in the “Royal Canon”) Neriglissar is given a reign of 4 years. 
What Furuli does not tell his readers is that Grayson uses the ehronology presented on 
another cuneiform tablet, the Umk King LJst, which gives Neriglissar a reign of “’3’ years 8 
months” and Labashi-Marduk “(...) 3 months”. (Grayson, p. 25, including n. 2; ef. GTR4, 
pp. 105-108) The preserved portions of the LTruk King List start with Kandalanu (647-626 
BCE) and end with Seleucus II (246-225 BCE). The preserved portions of the Dynastie 
Propheey start with the gradual overthrow of Assyria by Nabopolassar after the death of 
Kandalanu and end somewhere in third eenmry BCE. Grayson’s use of the ehronology of 
the LTruk King List, then, is quite namral, as both tablets eover roughly the same period and 
seem to have been eomposed during the same eenmry. 

The statement in the LTruk King List that Neriglissar ruled for 3 years and 8 months does 
not eonfliet with the traditional ehronology. The Royal Canon (often misnamed “Ptolemy’s 
Canon”), gives whole years only, while the LTmk King List at this plaee gives more detailed 
information. As J. van Dijk observes, “the list is more preeise than the Canon and eonfirms 
throughout the results of the researeh.” — J. van Dijk in Arehiv fiir Orienforsehnng, Vol. 20 
(1963), p. 217. 

Fumli disagrees with this, stating that “we have tablets dated in the reign of Neriglissar from 
month I of his aeeession year until month I, and possibly month II, of his year 4. Thus 
Neriglissar reigned at least for 48 months and not just for 3 years and 8 months (44 
months).” (Furuli, p. 77) 

This elaim has already been discussed and refuted in Part III of the present review of 
Fumli’s book. Fresh eollations of the “anomakms” dates on the tablets used by Fumli for 
dating the reign of Neriglissar show that they are either too damaged to be legible, have 
been misread by modern seholars, or seem to be just seribal errors. The actual reign of 
Neriglissar seems elearly to have started in month V of his aeeession year and ended in 
month I of his 4 th regnal year — a period of 3 years and 8 months, exactly as is stated on the 
LTuk King List. 

Fumli uses the only preserved words — “for three years” — on the otherwise illegible line 6 to 
argue that they refer to another, “unnamed king” than Neriglissar who ruled for no more 
than 3 years. He says in his last paragraph on page 77: 
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“If the setibe gives eorreet information regarding the three years of reign of 
the king mentioned in line 6, this must have been a king who is not 
mentioned by Ptolemy, and who is not found in the traditional list of kings 
of the Neo-Babylonian Empire. This king also had a son who may have 
ruled as king as well. So, the Dynastie propheey may have given us two extra 
Neo-Babylonian kings. ... In any ease, a king that ruled for three years is 
unknown by Ptolemy and those who aeeept his ehronology.” 

Fumli should have added that such a king was also unknown by the astronomieal eompilers 
of the Royal Canon from whom Ptolemy inherited “his” Canon, by Berossus in the early 3 td 
eenmry BC, by the eompiler of the LTruk King List in the same eenrnry, by the accountant 
who in the l st year of Neriglissar wrote the “ledger” NBC 4897 (see Part IV of my review), 
by Adad-Guppi’, the mother of Nabonidus, and by the seribes who wrote the tens of 
thousands of eontraet tablets dated to the Neo-Babylonian period. 

And, of course, the astronomieal documents, in particular the five known astronomieal 
tablets that reeords observations dated to the reign of Nebuchadnezzar - the diary VAT 
4956, the lunar eelipse tablets LBAT 1419, LBAT 1420, and LBAT 1421, and the planetary 
tablet SBTU IV 171 — inexorably bloek every attempt to move the 43-year reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar backwards in time in order to ereate room for more kings and twenty 
more years between Nebuchadnezzar and Cyms. 

Fumli’s use of just three words (“for three years”) from an otherwise illegible sentenee on a 
damaged line on the obverse of a very damaged tablet reveals how desperate and futile the 
seareh for the “unknown kings” is that he needs for giving his “Oslo Chronology” at least a 
semblanee of eredibility. 

(8) “Mar-sarri-u§ur” and (9) “Ayadara” 

Among his “possible unknown Neo-Babylonian kings” Furuli mentions two names that 
were found inseribed on objeets diseovered during William Frederie Badè’s excavations 
between 1926 and 1935 at Tell en Nasbeh about 8 miles northwest of Jemsalem in Israel. 
The site was (and still is) identified as aneient Mizpah, the eity where the Babylonians 
appointed Gedaliah as vassal mler of Judah after their destmetion of Jemsalem in 587 BCE. 

The dates of the two inseriptions are diffkmlt to determine. W. F. Albright, George 
Cameron, and A. Saehs suggested dates that varied between the 11 th and the 5* eenmries 
BCE. (Chester C. McCown, Tell en-Nasdbeh I: Anhaeologkal and Historieal Resnlts. Berkeley and 
New Haven: ASOR, 1947, pp. 150-152, 167-169) More reeently some seholars have 
suggested that they may have been found in what is now designated “Stramm 2,” which is 
dated to the period following the destmetion of Jemsalem in 587 BCE. — Jeffrey Z. Zorn, 
“Mizpah: Newly Diseovered Strarnm Reveals Judah’s Other Capital,” in Tiblieal Arehaeolog) 
Review (BAR), Vol. 23:5, 1997, pp. 28-38, 66; also André Lemaire, “Nabonidus in Arabia 
and Judah in the Neo-Babylonian Period,” in O. Lipsehits and J. Blenkinsopp (eds i), Jitdah 
and the jndeans in the Neo-Babylonian Period (Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 2003), pp. 
292, 293. 

Mar-sarrì-u§ur 

The name of the first individual was found on a potsherd. What remains of the inseription, 
which had been engraved before firing and probably is written in Hebrew, has usually been 
read as “[?B]N MRSRZR|KN]” and is translated “[?s]on of Màr-sarri-zèra-[ulan].” (C. C. 
McCown, op. eit., pp. 167-169) Reeently, however, Professor André Lamaire has argued that 
the name could be read “P]N MRSR-)Rp, [?]?”, which he translates “Mar-sarri-»/;/rP”. — 
André Lemaire, op. eit, pp. 292, 293. 

If the first two letters were “BN” ( ben , “son”), the name of the son (the owner of the pot) is 
not preserved. If the name of his father is eorreetly restored as Mar-sarri-uijur, his title and 
position is not known. Furuli’s suggestion, that he was a king who reigned in Babylon, is just 
an unfounded guess. Quoting a name without a title on a potsherd found in Judah and 
suggesting that it refers to a king who may have been reigning in Babylon during the Neo- 
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Babylonian petiod is, of course, pure guesswork and a game that no seholar who wants to 
be taken seriously would run the risk of beeoming involved in. The name, written in 
Hebrew eharaeters, is either Assyrian or Babylonian, and if the inseription found at Mizpah 
dates from the 6* century BCE, he (or his son) may perhaps have been one of the 
Babylonian offieials known to have been stationed there after the destmetion of Jemsalem. 
(J. Zorn, op. eit, pp. 38, 66) 

Ayadara 

The name of the seeond individual was found on a fragment of a slender bronze eirelet with 
an ineised cuneiform inseription that originally eonsisted of 30-35 eharaeters, of which only 
11 are preserved. The inseription was not diseovered until 1942 in Berkeley, when some 
supposedly unimportant metal fragments were eleaned in a hot bath with caustic soda and 
zine. Jeffrey Zorn states: 

“Sinee only a small part of the inseription survives, its translation is 
problematie. It may have read ‘... Ayadara, king of the world, for (the 
preservation of) his life and ...’ This is elearly a dedieatory inseription of 
sorts, but the words indieating what is being dedieated, and to whom, have 
been lost. Even the identifieation of Ayadara is unknown; no one with his 
name bearing the tide ‘king of the world’ is known from any period. What is 
remarkable is that such a dedieatory inseription should turn up on a small tell 
in aneient Judah.” — Zorn, op. át., p. 66. 



A photo of the inseription, held at the Badè Museum of Biblieal Arehaeology in Berkeley, 
California 

Referring to the two inseriptions, Fumli believes he has found two more “unknown kings” 
here who may have been mling during the Neo-Babylonian period. He says: 

“Babylonian kings by the names Mar-sarri-u§ur and Ayadara are unknown in 
the period eovered by Ptolemy’s eanon, but the diseovery of these names 
suggests that two kings with these names reigned in Babylon.” (Furuli, p. 80) 

The diseovery of the two names suggests nothing of the kind. 

To find out if the name “Ayadara” really is totally unknown to seholars, a eorrespondent of 
mine wrote to several Assyriologists and asked them if they knew anything about this king. 
One of them, Dr. Stephanie Dalley at the Oriental Instimte in Oxford, England, who turned 
out to be working on texts from the Sealand dynasties, answered in an email dated 10 
Oetober 2007: 

“The king is Aya-dara, abbreviation for Aya-dara-galam-ma, of the First 
Sealand dynasty [dated to the mid-seeond millennium BCE]. I am editing a 
very large arehive of that king plus a few texts of his predeeessor. The 
abbreviated form of the name is known from King-list A.” 
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The form of the name in King-list A as translated by A. K. Grayson is “A-a-dàra.” — See p. 
91 in D. O. Edzard (ed.), Reallexikon der Assyriologie nnd vorderasiatisehen Arehaologie, Band 6 
(1980). 

In a more reeent letter to this author Stephanie Dalley explains: 

“Although it was eertainly unexpected to find that king’s name and tides at 
Mizpah, I have no doubts about the identifieation. An abbreviated form of 
his name, though with a different spelling, is already known from one of the 
king-lists, and the titie ‘king of the world’ is substantiated from one of Aya- 
dara-galama’s year-names. The ineorreet re-interpretation of readings given 
by Horowitz and Ishida eontains a basie grammatieal error, among other 
difficulties. All the sign values on the eirelet have parallels in mid-seeond 
millennium texts.” — Letter Dalley—Jonsson, reeeived Deeember 4,2008. 

Dalley states in her letter that more details “are fortheoming from my edition of texts from 
the First Sealand Dynasty, which is now with the publisher, CDL Press.” Clearly, Ayadara 
eannot be plaeed in the Neo-Babylonian period. 

(10) “Marduk-sar-u§ur” 

One of the “unknown Neo-Babylonian kings” Furuli has referred to several times in the 
past first appeared in 1878 in a lengthy artiele by an early Assyriologist named W. St. Chad 
Boscawen. He plaeed the name, “Marduk-sar-ujur,” together with another mysterious 
name, “La-khab-ba-si-kudur,” in a separate “Addenda” because he was uncertain about their 
plaees in his ehronologieal table. But another, eontemporary seholar, Dr. Julius Oppert, 
soon diseovered that the seeond name was simply a misreading for Labashi-Marduk, the son 
and successor of Neriglissar. - W. St. Chad Boscawen, “Babylonian Dated Tablets, and the 
Canon of Ptolemy,” Transaetions of the Sorìety ofBiblieal Arehaeology (TSBA), Vol. VI (London, 
1878), pp. 262, 263 (including footnote 1). 

The “Marduk- sar-ujur” tablet is dated to day 23, month 9 (Kislev), year 3. However, it was 
soon diseovered, this time by Boscawen himself, that the name was a misreading for Nergal- 
sar-ujur (Neriglissar). This information, too, was published in the very same volume. 
Excusing himself, Boscawen explained: 

“When we have some 2,000 tablets to go through, and to read names, which, 
as everyone who has studied Assyrian knows, is the most difficult part, 
because it is not easy always to reeognize the same name, as it may be 
written four or five different ways, you may judge it is an arduous task. I 
have eopied two apparently different names; but afterwards found them to 
be variants of the same name.” - TSBA Vol. VI (1878), pp. 78, and 108- 
111 ) 

That “Marduk- sar-ujur” was a misreading for Nergal-shar-usur was also somewhat later 
eonfirmed by two other early Assyriologists, T. G. Pinehes and J. N. Strassmaier. 

Despite this, Fumh continued to insist that “Marduk- sar-ujur” is a possible reading of the 
name, and that he may have been an unknown king who reigned during the Neo-Babylonian 
period! 

As Boscawen did not mention the BM (British Museum) number of the tablet, it has been 
difficult to loeate. Not until Ronald H. Saek pubhshed it as No. 83 (BM 30599) in his book 
on Nerighssar could it be identified — by Fumh himselfl The date on BM 30599 is the same 
as that given by Boscawen, “month Kislev, 23rd day, in the third year.” In his “Addenda” 
Boscawen noted that “the eontraeting parties are Idina-Marduk son of Basa, son of Nursin; 
and among the witnesses, Dayan-Mardulc son of Musezib.” (TSBA VI, p. 78) The same 
individuals also appear on BM 30599 (the latter not as a witness, aemally, but as an aneestor 
of the seribe). It is elearly the same tablet. Saek, however, reads the royal name on the tablet, 
not as Marduk-sar-u§ur but as Nergal-sarra-nsnr (transhterated d LT+GLTR-LLTGAL-SHESH). - 
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Ronald H. Saek, Nerig/issar—King ofBalylon (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neuldrchener Verlag, 1994), 
pp. 224, 225. 

To eheek if it really is possible for a modern Assyriologist to misread the name of Nergal- 
shar-usur (Neriglissar) as “Marduk-sar-ujur”, I sent an email message to C. B. F. Walker at 
the British Museum baek in 2003 and asked him to take a look at the original tablet (BM 
30599). In his answer, he explains: 

“I have just taken BM 30599 out to eheek it, and I do not see how anyone 
could read the name as anything other than d U+GUR-LUGAL-SHESH. A 
reading Marduk-shar-usur would seem to be eompletely excluded. Our 
reeords show that the tablet was baked (and eleaned?) in 1961, but it had 
been published by T G Pinehes in the 5* volume of Rawlinson’s Cuneiform 
inseriptìons of \Vestem Asia, plate 67 no. 4 in a eopy which elearly shows 
d U+GLTR. It was also published by Strassmaier in 1885 (. Die balylonisehen 
insehriften im Mnsenm Uverpool\ Brill, Leiden, 1885) no. 123, again elearly 
with d LT+GLTR. So the reading eannot be put down to our eleansing the 
tablet in 1961, if we did.” (Walker to Jonsson, Oetober 15, 2003) 

How, then, could Boscawen misread the name? Another Assyriologist, Dr. Cornelia 
Wunsch, who also eollated the original tablet, pointed out in an email to one of my 
eorrespondents that “the tablet is in good eondition” and that there is “no doubt about 
Nergal, as published in 5R 64,4 by Pinehes. More than 100 years ago he already eorreeted 
the misreading by Boscawen.” She goes on to explain that “Boscawen was not a great 
seholar. He relied heavily on the notes that G. Smith had taken when he first saw the tablets 
in Baghdad.” 

But Furuli still seems unwilling to give up the idea that an unknown Neo-Babylonian king 
named Marduk-sar-ujur might have existed. He argues on page 80: 

“Saek read the name as Nergal-sar-u$ur, and if this is the same tablet as the 
one read by Boscawen, I ean eonfirm that Saek’s reading is eorreet, because I 
have eollated this tablet myself at the British Museum. If both seholars read 
the same tablet, a Neo-Babylonian lting with the name Marduk-sar-u§ur 
never existed. However, the broken tablet BM 56709, the signs of which are 
Neo-Babylonian, refers to year 1 of a king whose name begins with Marduk-. 

So we eannot exclude that Boscawen read a tablet different from the one 
read by Saek, and that a king with Marduk in his name reigned in the Neo- 
Babylonian Empire.” 

This tablet is listed in the Catalogue of the Babylonian Tablets in the British Miisenm (CBT), Vol. 6 
(London: The Tmstees of the British Museum, 1986, p. 215). In an unpublished list of 
“Corrections and additions to CBT 6-8” (my eopy is dated Mareh 18, 1996), which 
ehristopher Walker kept at the British Museum, Wallter gives the following eomments on 
the text: 

“56709 Marduk-[...] 12/-/1 Dated at Borsippa. CT 55, 92 (not CT 56, 

356). 

The tablet is probably early Neo-Babylonian.” 

Note the words “probably” and “early Neo-Babylonian.” This is a suggestion. Furthermore, 
seholars often use the term “Neo-Babylonian” to deseribe a more extended period than 
625-539 BCE. The Assyrian Dietionary, for example, starts the period at about 1150 BCE and 
ends it in the 4th eenrnry BCE. (Cf. GTR 4 , Chapter 3, n. 1) Maybe this is how Walker uses 
the term here. The names of about a dozen Babylonian kings between ea. 1150 and 625 
BCE begin with Marduk-, including Marduk-apla-iddina II (the Biblieal Merodaeh-Baladan, 
Isa. 39:1, who ruled in Babylon twice, 721-710 and 703 BCE), and Marduk-zakir-shumi II 
(703). Thus, as the royal name is only partially legible and we do not know exacdy to which 
period the tablet belongs, it is useless for ehronologieal purposes. Plaeing the king in the 
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Neo-Babylonian period somewhere after the reign of Nebuchadnezzar is based on nothing 
else but wishful thinking. 

(11) “Nebuchadnezzar, son of Nebuchadnezzar” 

Contemporary sources mention seven of Nebuchadnezzar’s ehildren, but none of these 
bore the same name as their father. (D. J. Wiseman, Nebnehadne^par and Babylon, Oxford 
LTniversity Press, 1985, pp. 9-12) Furuli’s referenee to a son of Nebuchadnezzar of the same 
name is based on a much later source, a rabbinie work known as “The Chronicles of 
jeraehmeel,” written by Eleazar ben Aser in the twelfth eentary CE. (English translation by 
M. Gaster, The Chronicles of Jerahmeel, London: Royal Asiatie Soeiety, 1899) The ehroniele 
relates that Amel-Marduk had beeome vietim to a slander eampaign which caused his father 
Nebuchadnezzar to sentenee him to prison and make a younger son, named 
Nebuchadnezzar, king: 

“... Nebuchadnezzar the Great did not keep his faith with him, for Evil- 
Merodaeh was really his eldest son; but he made Nebuchadnezzar the 
Younger king, because he had humbled the wicked. They slandered him to 
his father, who plaeed him (Evil-Merodaeh) in prison together with 
jehoiaehin, where they remained together until the death of 
Nebuchadnezzar, his brother, after whom he reigned.” — M. Gaster, pp. 206- 
207; quoted by Irving L. Finkel, “The Lament of Nabu-suma-ukin,” in J. 

Renger (ed.), Babylon: Foeas mesopotamiseher Gesehiehte, lViege friier Gelehrsamkeit, 

Mythos in derModerne (Berlin: SDV, 1999), p. 335. 

Furuli uses this very late and seemingly legendary story to argue that this “Nebuchadnezzar 
the Younger” may have ruled one year as the immediate successor of Nebuchadnezzar the 
Great before Amel-Marduk eame to power. (Furuli, p. 79) This is indieated, he says, by the 
conclusion (argued earlier in his ehapter 3, p. 58) that jehoiaehin was released from prison 
44 years, not 43, after Nebuchadnezzar had begun to reign. This idea has already been 
refuted in Part III, seetion (3) of this review, to which the reader is referred. 

There may be some truth, however, to the story of Amel-Marduk’s imprisonment. This has 
been argued by Irving L. Finkel, who in his artiele quoted above publishes a Late 
Babylonian tablet (BM 40475) in which an individual named “Nabu-suma-ukin, son of 
Nebuchadnezzar” laments his grievous sitaation as a prisoner because of the evil triek 
played on him by his enemy. Based on another tablet, BM 34113, Finkel suggests that Nabu- 
suma-uldn was the personal name of Amel-Marduk before he was appointed Crown Prinee 
and adopted Amel-Marduk as his throne name. 

This is an interesting suggestion, but if it could be shown to be eorreet there is no room for 
a rule of a brother of his after the death of Nebuchadnezzar II. Finkel explains why: 

“If this suggestion is indeed eorreet, a terminus ante quem for the date of 
Amel-Marduk’s release and the adoption of the throne name is the month of 
Ellul, year 39 of Nebuchadnezzar, i.e. 566 BC. This informarion is shown by 
the eontraet VAS 3 25: 12-13, where referenee is made to Nabu-nuré’a- 
lumur, the eunuch ('sa resf ) of Amel-Marduk, the Crown Prinee ( már sarri).” 

- I. L. Finkel, op. eit, p. 338. 

If Amel-Marduk had been released from prison and been appointed Crown Prinee no later 
than in the 39* year of Nebuchadnezzar, he must have been the immediate successor at the 
death of his father in his 43* regnal year. This is eonfirmed by a number of cuneiform 
sources, including the ledger NBC 4897. (See GTR4, pp. 129-133; also 
http: / / goto.glocalnet.net/kf3 / review4.htm .) 

(12) “Nebuchadnezzar, son of Nabunaid” 

The last of the twelve “unknown kings” that Furuli feels may have ruled during the Neo- 
Babylonian period is based on the faet that two of the usurpers that Darius I had to defeat 
during his rise to power after the death of Cambyses in 522 BCE elaimed to be a son of 
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Nabonidus named Nebuchadnezzar. The brief reigns of the two usurpers are deseribed in 
the Bisitun inseription of Darius I. A number of eontraet tablets dated to the aeeession year 
and the l st year of Nebuchadnezzar have been idenrified as belonging, not to 
Nebuchadnezzar II but to the two usurpers (Nebuchadnezzar III and IV), which eonfirmed 
that these two usurpers really existed. So far 66 tablets have been identified as belonging to 
the two usurpers. — See my artiele in the British interdiseiplinary journal Chronology & 
Catastrophism Revieiv of 2006, pages 26-28, including note 8 on page 37. 

Furuli mentions these two “Nebuchadnezzars” from the early Persian period and suggests 
that a seeond Neo-Baìylonian ldng by the name of Nebuchadnezzar might also lie hidden 
among the about 2,400 tablets (published up to the end of the last eenrnry) dated to 
Nebuchadnezzar II. He asks: 

“Could there have been two Nebuchadnezzars in the Neo-Babylonian 
empire instead of just one? Who ean exclude this possibility?” (Furuli, p. 84) 

In support of this idea he quotes David B. Weisberg, who in 1980 expressed doubts about 
some of the eriteria used to distinguish between Nebuchadnezzar II and the two usurpers in 
522/521 BCE. One of these eriteria is the ritles used of the kings. Nebuchadnezzar II is 
usually titled “king of Babylon,” while the title of the Persian kings usually includes the 
phrase “king of the countries.” When the latter title is used in tablets dated to 
Nebuchadnezzar, therefore, the lring is supposed to be one of the two usurpers. However, 
as pointed out by Weisberg, there is one tablet in the Yale Babylonian Collection (YBC 
3437) dated to year 18 (1/30/18) of Nebuchadnezzar II with the title “king of the 
countries.” This eriterion, he says, “should now be modified.” - David B. Weisberg, Texts 
from the Time ofNebnehadne^par. Yale Oriental Series - Babylonian Texts, Vol. XVII [YOS 17] 
(New Haven and London: Yale LTniversity Press, 1980), pp. xxi, xxii. 

With respeet to the eriterion based on prosopography , however, Weisberg admitted that it 
seems to be valid and eogent. His doubts primarily eoneerned whether there really were two 
usurpers who elaimed to be “Nebuchadnezzar, son of Nabonkhis,” or just one. - Weisberg, 
op. eit., pp. xxii-xxiv. 

David B. Weisberg’s work (YOS 17) was reviewed two years later by the Freneh 
Assyriologist Franeis Joannès in the Revne d’assyriologie et d’arehéologie orientale (RA), vol. 
LXXVI, no. 1, 1982, on pages 84-92. Of the texts published by Weisberg, 38 are listed as 
dated to the aeeession year and the first year of Nebuchadnezzar. Of these, Weisberg assigns 
13 to Nebuchadnezzar II, one to Nebuchadnezzar III, and 17 to Nebuchadnezzar IV. 
Joannès, however, finds another two texts assigned by Weisberg to Nebuchadnezzar II that 
he on prosopographie grounds should have assigned to Nebuchadnezzar III and 
Nebuchadnezzar IV. Joannès writes: 

“The third part (pp. XIX-XXVI) eoneerns the distinerion to make for the 
first regnal years (years 0 and 1) between Nebuchadnezzar II on the one 
hand, and the two usurpers Nebuchadnezzar III and Nebuchadnezzar IV on 
the other hand. The doubt eoneerns 38 texts from YOS 17, for which the 
author applies himself to make a ehoiee, presented in a synthetie way on 
pages XXIV and XXV. I admit that I do not quite understand, in this 
context, the reasons for the long discussion devoted to Musézib-Bèl, son of 
Zèr-Bábili, deseendant of Iluta-ibni (pp. XXII-XXIII). The variant Ilrita- 
ibni/Attabáni is evidently interesting, but the data provided in TCL XII and 
Tum 2/3 eannot leave any doubt about the dating to make in the ease of text 
8 . 

“It would have been more fruitful to look into the ease of $amas-muldn-apli, 
son of Madànu-ahhè-iddin, deseendant of Sigria, referred to in nos. 126 and 
302, whom D. Weisberg attributes to years 0 and 1 of Nebuchadnezzar II. 

But $amas-mukin-apli, the sàpirn of the prebendal brewers in Eanna, is 
attested from the 2 nd year of Cyrus to the 22 nd of Darius I. Dkewise, in no. 

126, the earpenter Guzanu (1. 23) is referred to elsewhere in the 5* year of 
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Cambyses. Thus no. 126 is to be dated to Nebuchadnezzar III, and D. 
Weisberg’s argument that the defeat of this king would forbid a 
eontemporary attestation (here the 27, 28, 29-IX) is invalid. ... 

“In a eorresponding way no. 302 is dated to Nebuchadnezzar IV. It is 
important to emphasize that in such eases the tide ‘king of Babylon’ or ‘king 
of Babylon and of the countries’ does not constitute a deeisive eriterion. It is 
the prosopography that remains the most useful one, when this is possible. 

“He does not enter into our intention to go baek in detail to this problem, 
but we would like to emphasize one point: Right up to now the view 
expressed by A. Poebel permits a reeonstmetion that is eompletely eoherent, 
and the elements brought up by YOS 17 eertainly do not question them.” — 

F. Joannès, op. eit., pp. 84, 85; (translated from the Freneh). Arno Poebel’s 
reeonstmetion is found in his artiele, ’The Duration of the Reign of Smerdis, 
the Magian, and the Reigns of Nebuchadnezzar III and Nebuchadnezzar 
IV,’ published in AJSL, Vol. 56:2 (Apr. 1939), pp. 121-145. 

A detailed discussion of the ehronology of the three usurpers Bardiya, Nebuchadnezzar III, 
and Nebuchadnezzar IV was presented in a lengthy artiele by Stefan Zawadzki published in 
1994. (Zawadzki, ’Bardiya, Darius and Babylonian Usurpers in the Light of the Bisimn 
inseription and Babylonian Sources,’ Anhaeologisehe Mitteilmgen ans Iran [AMI\, Band 27, 
1994, pp. 127-145, with important details added in NABU 1995-54, 55, and 56) Zawadzki’s 
discussion is based on a detailed prosopographie researeh that conclusively establishes the 
existence and preeise ehronology of the three usurpers. For the two Nebuchadnezzars (III 
and IV) the prosopographie information presented on pages 135 and 136 of the artiele is 
particularly enlightening. Strangely, Furuli, who questions even the very existence of these 
two kings, seems to be totally unaware of Zawadzki’s important study. At least he never 
refers to it. 

Fumli’s theory that there may also have been a seeond Nebuchadnezzar who mled during 
the Neo-Babylonian period, on the other hand, is eompletely groundless. He is not able to 
present any eriteria whatsoever by which such a theory could be tested. 

Siimmary 

In the discussion above it has been demonstrated that none of Fumli’s twelve “unknown 
kings” ean be inserted anywhere in the Neo-Babylonian period. Three of them were 
Assyrian kings, not Babylonian, and one belonged to the First Sealand dynasty. One royal 
name mrned out to be an old misreading, three “kings” were not kings at all, and four 
others did not even exist! 

And, of course, there is no room for the insertion of any “unknown kings” or any “extra 
regnal years” into the Neo-Babylonian period. Tens of thousands of dated tablets that fix 
the length of eaeh reign throughout the whole period, as well as several dozens of reeords of 
astronomieal observations dated to these reigns that mrn them into an absolute ehronology 
make any attempt to lengthen or shorten this period impossible. All attempts to revise the 
ehronology of the Neo-Babylonian period have failed and have foreed the proponents of 
such revisions to either give them up or to elaim that all the aneient documents that 
eontradiet their theories must have been falsified by later writers and eopyists. When reality 
is in eonfliet with the theory, reality has to be rejeeted! 
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